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A word concerning political
correctness and choice of
terminology
For a non-native speaker it is not always easy to evade all the pitfalls of po-
litical correctness a language has to oer. This is more a problem of cultural
than of linguistic knowledge. I would like to stress that, in case any individ-
ual feels slighted by my choice of terminology, that this has never been my
intention.
Throughout this thesis I use the terms \African American" and \European
American" to refer to the groups traditionally and/or historically referred to
as \Blacks"/\Negroes" on the one hand and \Whites"/\Caucasians"/\Anglos"
on the other. Some of these terms do not share exactly identical extensions,
e.g. an American citizen of Egyptian origin might be considered an African
American (since, indisputably, Egypt is an African country), but not to be a
\Black" (as traditionally identied by skin color). This might, theoretically,
have a minor distorting eect.
In some contexts, especially when discussing older research on this topic,
I will present quotations that contain words strongly frowned upon today.
These quotations should be viewed in their historical contexts.
For the form of speech under discussion here I have chosen the term \African
American Vernacular English"/\AAVE". I am conscious of the fact that this
term is viewed critically by those who stress the inuences of African lan-
guages on AAVE more than the inuence of varieties of English. I also know
that my choice of calling AAVE a \variety" instead of a \language", and of
referring to AAVE as \basilect" rather than \low-prestige language" might
be debatable. These choices have no bearing on my research, though, since
the measurement of attitudes functions in identical ways, whether I consider
the attitude object to be a language or a variety.
xii
Chapter 1
Introduction
If the `Pygmalion eect' (or `Rosenthal eect') assumption holds, the atti-
tudes teachers have toward their students - including their students' language
- can inuence teacher expectations and, in the long run, students' educa-
tional chances. Such a relationship would be especially critical in the con-
text of basilectal language varieties/low prestige languages, where it could
lead to lowered expectations in teachers with negative attitudes toward these
languages and language varieties. If there existed a method of inuencing
language attitudes that were proven eective, cost-ecient and ethical, such
eects could be avoided1. Claims have been made in the linguistic literature
that teaching linguistics is such a means of inuencing language attitudes
(cf. Chapter 4.2).
Even if the Rosenthal eect assumption does not hold, the relationship be-
tween knowledge about language and attitudes toward languages and lan-
guage varieties is still of theoretical interest. Previous studies focusing on
this question have come to dierent conclusions, and dierent models of atti-
tude change treat the question of how knowledge/new information inuences
attitudes in dierent ways (cf. Chapter 4.1).
In this thesis, I will discuss two studies I have undertaken to clarify this
question. The rst one, a pre-test post-test format study using a Likert-style
questionnaire checked the claim that linguistic knowledge improves language
attitudes for a German context. The second one, a ex-post-facto format
study using a Thurstone scale derived via the method of paired comparisons
tested it for U.S. teachers' attitudes toward AAVE.
Before presenting my own research, I will rst discuss the notion of \attitude"
in some detail (Section 2.1), assess dierent forms of attitude measurement
1There is another approach to reducing or avoiding the Pygmalion eect, which I will
not discuss further in this thesis. Some researchers believe that making teachers aware of
this eect may already help in reducing it (cf. Cecil 1988, 36).
1
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(Section 2.3), and give a detailed review of previous research on teachers'
attitudes toward AAVE (Chapter 3).
Chapter 2
Theoretical background
2.1 The attitude object
Attitudes, i.e. psychological tendencies that are expressed by evaluating a
particular entity with some degree of favor or disfavor (cf. Eagly and Chaiken
1993, 1f; see discussion at 2.2.4), are always attitudes toward something, to-
ward an attitude object. Attitude objects can be abstract or concrete, they
can be particular objects or classes of objects, and they can also be behav-
iors and classes of behaviors (cf. Eagly and Chaiken 1993, 5). You can have
an attitude toward truth, and toward the chair you are sitting on at this
moment, toward this specic book and books in general, toward the act of
writing a PhD thesis, and acts of academic scholarship in general. \Virtually
anything that is discriminable can be evaluated and therefore can function
as an attitude object" (Eagly and Chaiken 1993, 4f).
The attitude object of interest in this study is African American Vernacular
English (AAVE) - as a langue it is abstract, as parole it appears as concrete
behavior. In measuring attitudes toward AAVE, attitudes toward AAVE as
an abstract unit and those toward AAVE being spoken by actual individuals
in actual situations cannot easily be distinguished.
Before I discuss the nature of attitudes, I will rst try to throw some light
on the attitude object of relevance to this study. Using the linguistic un-
derstanding of this term as a basis, I will contrast it with the folk linguistic
interpretation and attempt to position the subgroup of teachers between
these two understandings of AAVE. When you measure teachers' attitudes
toward AAVE, you will measure attitudes toward what teachers comprise
under this label, not what a linguist's denition of AAVE encompasses.
3
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2.1.1 AAVE as a linguistic concept
The linguistic study of AAVE began in the 1880s - at this time still la-
beled Negro English (cf. Smitherman-Donaldson 1988, 149). Times have
changed since the 19th century, and so have labels. AAVE is among the
most common terms, strongly contested by Black English and Ebonics1.
The number of alternatives is legion; some are still used today, others have
only historic signicance, and some never developed much signicance to
begin with: African American English, African American Language, Afro-
American English, Afro-American Speech, Black English Vernacular, Black
Idiom, Black language, Black slave language, Black speech, Negro Dialect, Ne-
gro Non-Standard, Nonstandard Negro English, Substandard Negro English,
Vernacular Black English, and Spoken Soul (cf. Rickford and Rickford 2000,
169; Wolfram and Thomas 2002, xiiv; Smitherman-Donaldson 1988, 151;
Taylor 1975, 29; Smitherman 1973, 828) is probably only an incomplete list
of labels used by linguists over the decades.
This multitude of names already implies that the study of AAVE is not char-
acterized by universal agreement. There are, though, certain points with
which most linguists would agree:
 AAVE is spoken by many African Americans and some non-African
Americans. E.g. Dillard 1972 states:
The best evidence we have at the present time - and it is
admittedly incomplete - indicates that approximately eighty
percent of the Black population of the United States speaks
Black English. (Black population, in this case, would mean all
those who consider themselves to be members of the \Black"
or \Negro" community). There are others who speak the
same dialect; for example, many members of the Puerto Ri-
can community in New York have learned Black English in
addition to Puerto Rican Spanish. In the past, there were - as
has been indicated above - many white speakers of the Black
variety of English, especially among the Plantation-owning
class. (Dillard 1972, 229)
1If you prefer to settle the question of popularity of a term via the `Google ght'
method, Ebonics is clearly the winner. On 05/26/2006, Google.com found circa 974.000
hits for Ebonics, 301.000 hits for AAVE (not all of these AAVE s must necessarily refer
to the language variety) plus 86.000 hits for African American Vernacular English and
298.000 hits for Black English. In the linguistic literature, on the other hand, Ebonics
is far from being as dominant as on the internet. A detailed discussion can be found in
Buendgens-Kosten 2006.
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 AAVE is characterized by certain morphological, syntactic, lexical, and
phonological features. A comprehensive list of such features can be
found in Rickford 1999 (4). Not all speakers of AAVE will employ all
features, or employ them with equal frequency (cf. Rickford 1999, 9),
therefore such lists can oer only a rough orientation.
Most features are also shared by (other) varieties of English2, though
dierences in degree might exist, e.g. AAVE consonant cluster simpli-
cation is more frequent in AAVE and occurs in more positions than in
White working class speech (cf. Rickford 1999, 11). Even some stereo-
typical AAVE features also occur with other varieties of English, e.g.
the often mentioned negative concord/double negatio
The fact that not all speakers of AAVE use all features to the same degree
poses a problem for the identication of speakers. The extremes are sim-
ple: An African American person who never uses any features of AAVE (not
even the distinct intonation pattern), nor has done so in his/her childhood,
and who has occasional diculties interpreting AAVE sentences correctly
(e.g. the frequent misinterpretation of the remote present perfect), is de-
nitely not a speaker of AAVE. An African American person who uses most
or all AAVE features constantly (including very formal occasions), both in
speech and in writing, and who `fails' sentence repetition tasks (automati-
cally `translating' Standard American English (SAE) sentences into AAVE
sentences while repeating them) is without doubt a speaker of AAVE, and
probably a monodialectal one (though potentially passively bidialectal). A
person using AAVE at home, and SAE in formal contexts is obviously both,
bidialectal. But what about a person using SAE grammar and AAVE in-
tonation? Or who uses SAE grammar in most situations, but proverbs and
certain lexical items from AAVE? And a person who uses SAE grammar, but
2Wolfram 1991 reviews a list of eight candidates for exceptions originally compiled by
Fasold 1981, (1) \devoicing of voiced stops in stressed syllables", (2) \present tense, third
person -s/es absence", (3) \plural -s/es absence on general plurals (as opposed to such
absence found on plurals of weights and measures)", (4) \remote time been" (also known
as remote present perfect, (5) \possessive -s/es absence", (6) \reduction of nal consonant
clusters when followed by a word beginning with a vowel or when followed by a sux
beginning with a vowel", (7) \copula and auxiliary absence involving is forms (as opposed
to more generally deleted are forms)", (8) \use of habitual or distributive be"(Wolfram
1991, 108). This list is not unproblematic. Third person singular -s absence occurs among
non-AAVE speakers, but never in the frequencies observed among AAVE speakers (cf.
Wolfram 1991, 109), habitual be has also been observed in Southern dialects (cf. Wolfram
1991, 109). He adds as further potential candidates be done-constructions, and certain
constructions employing steady and come (cf. Wolfram 1991. 110). How many features
of AAVE exist that are not shared by speakers of other varieties has not yet been been
established.
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AAVE pronunciation?
It has been found that certain stereotypical (\marked") features, even in
isolation, can inuence the perception of a person's speech to a high de-
gree (e.g. Labov 2008). This inuences not only the overall evaluation of
a speaker, but also the variety a speaker is perceived to be using. A per-
son may be perceived as a speaker of AAVE by the general population if he
or she employs the linguistic factors stereotypically associated with AAVE.
For example, a person using AAVE pronunciation but SAE grammar will
be perceived most likely as an AAVE speaker. A person using only a few
grammatical features of AAVE in his/her speech, but features of the type
that are stereotypically associated with this variety might be perceived as
`more of an AAVE speaker' than a person using the same number of `devia-
tions' from SAE, but only those that are not stereotypically associated with
AAVE. If I ask a non-linguist about his opinion toward AAVE, he/she will
most likely be unable to dierentiate between \real" (\core" and \lame")
AAVE speakers and individuals who are practically SAE speakers with a
few isolated, but stereotypical (often concerning pronunciation rather than
syntax or morphology) AAVE features (\periphery speakers"). I call this
the \ax"-phenomenon, based on the anecdotes quoted in Lippi-Green 1997,
179f)3. This group of speakers might normally not be included in studies of
AAVE, but in this context, an isolation from \core speakers" is practically
impossible, since their speech is perceived similar to that of \core speakers"
by the general population4.
3The varient pronounciation of ask is one of those stereotypical features which are
strongly associated with AAVE. Lippi-Green quotes a statement by Edward I. Koch, then
mayor of New York City:
On the last day that I met with my adopt-a-class last year, I told the students
that they will have to learn to read, write, do math, and speak English
properly if they are going to get a rst-rate job and be a success. I told
them there was one word that will mark them as uneducated ... A young
girl raised her hand and said, \The word is ax." ... I asked her if she could
pronounce the word properly. She said, \Yes, it is ask." ... I felt terric.
By simply raising that one word on an earlier occasion, I had focused their
attention on something that I think is important, and I am sure you do as
well. (Lippi-Green 1997, 179f
4By stating that certain features stereotypically associated with AAVE move individ-
uals overproportionally closer to AAVE in the perception of the hearer, I do not claim
that listeners are unable to react dierently to dierent `degrees' of non-standardness.
William Labov has demonstrated that speakers can distinguish between language samples
with diering frequencies of word-nal SAE /N/ pronounced as /n/ (Popularly known as
\g-dropping"). The evaluative reaction to a speaker with e.g. 50% and 70% occurance
were noticably dierent (cf. Labov 2008). In a study on language attitudes not utilizing
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For the purpose of this paper, therefore, I will consider those individuals to be
speakers of AAVE who use AAVE grammar and/or pronunciation (excluding
the use of AAVE intonation without any other phonetic or phonological char-
acteristics) at least to some degree, at least occasionally. These are the \core
speakers", who use most or all features of AAVE to a high frequency, the
\lames"5, who use most of these features, but with somewhat lower frequen-
cies, and the \periphery speakers", which use signicantly fewer features, but
are still perceived as AAVE speakers. Of course, all three types of speakers
can, in addition, be functional speakers of any other language and/or variety,
including SAE. Those in the periphery are very likely to be so, some of those
belonging to the core might only be passively bidialectal (and possibly even
that only imperfectly). I do exclude, though, those belonging to the corona:
 Individuals speaking SAE, but employing AAVE verbal strategies.
 Individuals speaking SAE, but employing AAVE intonation.
 Individuals speaking SAE, but (occasionally) using isolated AAVE vo-
cabulary items and/or proverbs.
These individuals partake in the culture surrounding AAVE, but are not fully
functional speakers of this variety. I assume that they are not identied as
AAVE speakers by the general population. Whether or not this is the case
might be an interesting question for perceptual dialectology.
2.1.2 AAVE as a popular concept
Awareness6 of the existence of AAVE can be expected from the absolute ma-
jority of the U.S. population. Sandra L. Barnes asked 420 students whether
they knew \Ebonics" or the \Oakland resolution" (Barnes 1998, 22) and
found that more than 90 % knew one or both:
355 respondents are aware of both Ebonics and the Oakland reso-
lution and 30 respondents are aware of Ebonics but are not knowl-
edgeable about the Oakland resolution. Twenty-six students are
spoken language samples, this should have very little eect, though.
5This term has been borrowed from William Labov (cf Labov 1972). I use it in a wider
sense here than the one it was originally designed to convey.
6You can be (a) aware of the existence of an object, i.e. \I know that there is a form
of speech called Ebonics", or you can (b) be aware of specic features of an object, i.e.
\Ebonics uses double negation, and people drop the ends of words.". In this section, I use
both senses. The research of Barnes 1998 uses awareness in the rst sense, the part of the
work of Niedzielski and Preston 2003 discussed here uses it in its second sense.
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Figure 2.1: `Levels' of AAVE
aware of the Oakland resolution, but have not previously heard of
the Ebonics debate before exposure to the Oakland controversy.
(Barnes 1998, 23)
This would mean that a total of 97.9% of students at this college had at least
some awareness of AAVE. Even if the awareness-levels in the general popu-
lation might be expected to be lower than in a sample of college-students,
relatively high awareness-levels even in the general population are made plau-
sible by these results.
Niedzielski and Preston, in their volume on \Folk linguistics" (Niedzielski and
Preston 2003), analyze interviews with non-linguists regarding their attitudes
to and (pseudo-)knowledge7 of language. Their ndings include the following:
Regarding language in general:
 Non-linguists are prescriptionists who see language as a \Platonic ab-
7By using the term pseudo-knowledge, I stress that many assumptions held by laypeople
are not in agreement with current linguistic knowledge. I do not wish to imply that lay
theories of language are inherently worthless.
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straction" (Niedzielski and Preston 2003, 18).
 Language varieties other than the standard variety are seen merely
as deviations from \The language". They are considered \performance
deviations from competence, not alternative competencies" (Niedzielski
and Preston 2003, 22).
 Awareness of specic language features is often limited (cf. Niedzielski
and Preston 2003, 10, 24).
Regarding AAVE:
 Grammatical features that were mentioned by interviewees: negative
concord, invariant be (also misinterpreted), hypercorrected be, third
person indicative leveling, leveled participial (\I have went.").
 AAVE is labeled as \accented", but not every interviewee was able
to give phonological details, either by explicitly stating phonological
rules or by giving examples. Those details that are usually oered
are: r -lessness, diphthongization, substitution of stops for labiodental
fricatives (cf. Niedzielski and Preston 2003, 138f).
 Examples of lexicon dierences were often mentioned (cf. Niedzielski
and Preston 2003, 138f., 236).
 The non-linguist population does not always systematically distinguish
AAVE from slang (cf. Niedzielski and Preston 2003, 139)
 It is generally considered to be rather easy to acquire a second variety.
An inability to speak SAE is interpreted as an unwillingness to do so
(cf. Niedzielski and Preston 2003, 140f).
 The majority position seems to be a \modied `bidialectal' position"
(Niedzielski and Preston 2003, 234). SAE has to be acquired in addition
to the home variety, but the home variety as such is not respected be-
yond the acknowledgment of certain utilitaristic reasons (cf. Niedzielski
and Preston 2003, 234).
They summarize their observations regarding folk linguistic opinions toward
AAVE the following way:
Linguists may be heartened by the apparent fact that informa-
tion about AAVE seems to be inuencing folk knowledge, but all
may be disappointed that it has not yet inuenced attitudes as
strongly as one might have hoped. (Niedzielski and Preston 2003,
141)
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While I assume that there is sucient awareness of AAVE to make possible
that AAVE functions as an attitude object, non-linguists may dier from
linguists in what exactly they subsume under this and under similar labels.
2.1.3 Teachers' perspective
In a side study (cf. Buendgens-Kosten 2006), I looked at how teachers are
positioned between linguists and laypeople. The linguistic knowledge of the
U.S. teachers in my sample (as assessed by recognition of basic and intermedi-
ate linguistic terms and names of linguists) was higher than is to be expected
for the general population. In their language use concerning AAVE (recog-
nition of and statements on usage of labels for AAVE), this group was much
closer to the lay population then to linguists. This has ramications for the
design of programs aiming at teachers as well as of questionnaires used for
studying this group, since when targeting teacher populations, researchers
must be ready to deal with previous (and possibly outdated) knowledge,
without being able to presuppose it.
I will discuss the inuence of this side study on my choice of terminology in
the questionnaire belonging to the main study in Section 5.1.1.1.
2.2 Dening \attitude"
In this subchapter, I will discuss the concept of `attitude', including its (past
and present) role in social psychological and sociolinguistic debate. The
denition of attitude this study is based on will be discussed toward the end
of this chapter.
2.2.1 A short history of research
Attitude is a term used by several disciplines, and to write a detailed history
of attitude research would include writing its history not only in the frame-
work of (social) psychology, sociology and sociolinguistics, but also ethnology,
discourse analysis, and to a certain degree even the arts and biology8. This,
8In art theory, \(T)[t]he `attitude' of the gure [of an actor or a statue, for example,
addition mine] was the visible arrangement of its parts into a meaningful pattern, as in `an
attitude of waiting', or of devotion, or of nonchalance, for example."(Danziger 1997, 134)
In biology, attitude was used for example to refer to the expression of emotion in animals,
or, even more generally, as `motor attitudes', for reex postural adjustments of animals
(cf. Danziger 1997, 135). This usage of attitude is very distant from today's usage in social
psychology or sociolinguistics, and even though the modern usage of attitude developed
in part out of these early scientic usages of the term, they do not help in clarifying the
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of course, cannot be achieved here. I will limit myself to a short delineation
of its history in the then newly emerging discipline of social psychology, and
the subsequent adoption of the term attitude by sociolinguists.
2.2.1.1 Pre-Thomas
Even though the term attitude can be found in earlier (pre-1920s) psycholog-
ical literature, it is used there in a sense very dierent from current usage.
Attitudes then usually meant either conscious attitudes , a rough translation
of the German term Bewutseinslage, referring to what subjects described as
going on mentally while they were solving tasks. Or it could refer, especially
in behavioristic psychology, to the concept of `motor attitudes', i.e. reex
postural adjustments of animals (cf. Danziger 1997, 135). These senses of
attitude have to be kept separate from the sense of \social attitude' with
which it is usually used today.
2.2.2 Attitudes in social psychology
2.2.2.1 Thomas and Znaniecki
Social attitudes, used in a way that already approaches our contemporary
understanding, were imported into psychology from sociology, especially from
W.I. Thomas's and Florian Znaniecki's9 inuential study \The Polish peasant
in Europe and America" (cf. Danziger 1997, 140). Under attitude they sum
all \subjective characteristics of the members of a social group" (Thomas
and Znaniecki 1918, 20).
By attitude we understand a process of individual consciousness
which determines real or possible activity of the individual in the
social world. Thus, hunger that compels the consumption of the
foodstu; the workman's decision to use the tool; the tendency
of the spendthrift to spend the coin; the poet's feelings and ideas
expressed in the poem and the reader's sympathy and admiration;
the needs which the institution tries to satisfy and the response
it provokes; the fear and devotion manifested in the cult of the
divinity; the interest in creating, understanding, or applying a
scientic theory and the ways of thinking implied in it - all these
are attitudes. The attitude is thus the individual counterpart of
modern sense of the term.
9Although the study itself is already half footed in the emerging new subdiscipline
of social psychology, Thomas and Znaniecki themselves are generally considered to be
sociologists rather than social psychologists.
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the social value; activity, in whatever form, is the bond between
them. (Thomas and Znaniecki 1918, 22)10
Thomas and Znaniecki give some examples of attitudes that would not be
considered attitudes today, e.g. hunger. Other examples, such as the ten-
dency of a spendthrift to treat money carelessly, get much closer to today's
usage.
This term was consequently adopted by psychologists - but not without a
twist: the psychological aspect was strengthened, the sociological aspect
weakened (cf. Danziger 1997, 141).
2.2.2.2 \Attitudes can be measured"
In the following decades, the term attitude came to dominate the still young
subdiscipline of social psychology. Several renowed scientist went so far as
to dene social psychology as the study of attitudes (cf. McGuire 1986,
89)11. Attitudes were `hot' in the 1920s and this did not change when Emory
Bogardus and L.L. Thurstone developed rst means to quantify them - Boga-
rdus12 in 1925, Thurstone in 1928 (see also the separate chapter on Thurstone
10On the previous page, \a foodstu, an instrument, a coin, a piece of poetry, a univer-
sity, a myth, a scientic theory" (Thomas and Znaniecki 1918, 21) have all been dened
as \values".
11Among those who dened social psychology this way were also Thomas and Znaniecki,
contrasting social psychology as \science of attitudes" (Thomas and Znaniecki 1918, 27)
and \general science of the subjective side of culture" (Thomas and Znaniecki 1918, 33)
with sociology as the study of \one type of (...) values { social rules" (Thomas and
Znaniecki 1918, 33), as \theory of social organization" (Thomas and Znaniecki 1918, 33),
comprising both of them under \social theory" (cf. Thomas and Znaniecki 1918, 33).
12Emory S. Bogardus measured social distance, which allows conclusions to be drawn
about attitudes (the higher the social distance, the more negative the attitude). He asked
individuals into which groupings they would allow members of certain `races'. These
groupings were graded according to social distance:
1. \To close kinship by marriage"
2. \To my club as personal chums"
3. \To my street as neighbors"
4. \To employment in my occupation in my country"
5. \Citizenship in my country"
6. \As visitors only to my country"
7. \Would exclude from my country" (Bogardus 1925, 301)
He used the results to calculate three indices: The Social Contact Range Index (S.C.R.),
the Social Contact Distance Index (S.C.D.) and the Social Contact Quality Index (S.C.Q).
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2.3.2.1.1). Society's growing interest in attitudes toward social questions such
as immigration and sexual morale, the success of modern means of opinion
polling and the availability of government funding (especially during World
War II (cf. Danziger 1997, 150f)) did nothing to reduce interest in attitude
research, but rather helped to establish a growing `attitude business' in the
United States.
2.2.3 History of research on language attitudes
In order to position the research on attitudes toward AAVE historically, I
will rst discuss two attempts to structure the history of attitude research in
social psychology (McGuire and Caspar I), then one attempt at providing a
framework for the history of language attitude research (Bradac, Cargile and
Hallett), and one that looks at language attitude research not from a social
psychological, but from a sociolinguistic perspective (Caspar II). Finally, I
will explain Homan's \Incarnations of the Ebonics Debate" and suggest my
own interpretation of the historic development of AAVE attitude research,
contrasted with the before-mentioned frameworks.
McGuire suggests that the history of attitude research within social psychol-
ogy can be divided into three eras:
1. The attitude measurement era, 1920s and 1930s
2. The group dynamics interlude, 1935-1955
3. The attitude change era, 1950s and 1960s
(a) The convergent approach in the 1950s
(b) The divergent approach in the 1960s
4. The social cognition interlude, 1965-1985
5. The attitude structure era, 1980s and 1990s (prognosis only!)
(a) Structure of individual attitudes
(b) Structure within systems of attitudes
These three indices can be considered precursors of attitude measurement, especially of
Guttman scaling (see Section 2.3.2.2.1). It was one of the rst attempts to scale attitude-
related concepts (Bogardus-`scaling' in itself does not measure attitudes but a closely
related construction (\degrees and grades of understanding and feeling that persons expe-
rience regarding each other"(Bogardus 1925, 299))).
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(c) Structures linking attitudes to other personal systems
(cf. McGuire 1986, 90) The rst era, the attitude measurement era, corre-
sponds to what was discussed above (\Attitudes can be measured"). The
third era is only a prognosis, but it seems to be corroborated in part by
Caspar I, discussed below.
Casper structures the history of attitude research within social psychology
into seven phases: pre-Thomas (until 1918), Thomas (1918-1920), attitude
measurement (circa 1925-1957), pessimism (60s), methods orientation, the-
oretical orientation (80s), phase of doubts (end of 80s) (cf. Casper 2002,
14-16).
What is quite obvious is that McGuire and Casper roughly agree in vital
points, but dier greatly in details. Casper dates the phase of attitude mea-
surement as lasting circa from 1925 till 195713, while McGuire's attitude
measurement phase starts ve years later and ends seventeen years earlier.
Casper's \pessimism" phase ts somehow with McGuire's second era, since
the pessimism dominating attitude research sprang from the recognition that
attitudes and behavior were not as simply and systematically related as as-
sumed before, a recognition that was, to a certain degree, an outcome of the
research on attitude change. The more theoretical orientation of research
she observed concerning the 80s supports McGuire's prognosis of a \attitude
structure era". As a synthesis of both attempts of structurization, one might
summarize: At the beginning of the twentieth century, stress was on develop-
ing means of measuring attitudes. After World War II, the practical relevance
of attitude research was stressed (e.g. the relationship between attitudes and
actions, and the manipulation of these). More recently, theoretical questions
have become more salient.
Bradac, Cargile and Hallett see two main `paradigms' of language attitude
research. The rst paradigm, \roughly 1960s to the mid-1970s" (Bradac et al.
2001, 138) was dominated by the work of Lambert. It was atheoretical and
acontextual, depending on matched-guise (cf. 2.3.1.3.1) paper-and-pencil ex-
periments (cf. Bradac et al. 2001, 139-141). The second phase developed
out of this rst one. It is characterized by a higher degree of theoretical
orientation (cf. Bradac et al. 2001, 145) and attempts to remediate the
acontextuality of research (cf. Bradac et al. 2001, 141). The most impor-
tant detail here is that the \golden days" of language attitude research began
relatively late. Attitude research had \had its go" for half a century before
languages moved seriously into the focus of this discipline.
13Strictly speaking, she does not date this phase at all, but these years can be deduced
from her list of relevant publications.
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Caspar, in taking a sociolinguistic perspective, arrives at similar conclusions.
She dates the beginning of sociolinguistic study of language attitudes around
1960. She suggests three phases: a phase of peripheric interest (1960s and
1970s) followed by one of growing interest (1980s) and one characterized by
a concentration on empirical research (1990s).
Homan does not discuss attitude research at all, but focal points of public
and scientic discussion of `Ebonics'/AAVE. He structures the hot phases of
AAVE debate into three \incarnations"(see Table 2.1) With the growth of
Date Trigger
1964 Educational attainment levels - Civil Rights movement
1979 Ann Arbor case
1996/7 Oakland Ebonics resolution
Table 2.1: Homan: three incarnations of the Ebonics debate
non-segregated education and the rise of the Civil Rights movement, dier-
ences between (non-mainstream) African American and (mainstream) Euro-
pean American children's reading and writing attainment levels became more
visible (cf. Homan 1998, 77). Against that backdrop, the year 1964 saw an
impressive number of inuential conferences, publications and research14(cf.
Homan 1998, 78). While the second and third incarnations were to be rather
shortlived, the rst incarnation had sucient drive to survive into the late
seventies, even though the energy levels declined somewhat over the years
(cf. Homan 1998, 80). The second incarnation was triggered by the Ann
Arbor case, in which parents of AAVE speaking students sued their school
board to improve the educational chances of their children. This court case
is especially relevant for this thesis, since in it the judge decided that the
AAVE-speaking students were hindered academically by their teachers' neg-
ative attitudes toward their variety and ordered additional teacher training
(cf. Joiner 1980).
The third incarnation was brought about by a resolution by the Oakland
Board of Education, demanding a greater consideration of students' native
variety \Ebonics"/AAVE. The resolution's wording was not unambiguous
or uncontroversial, and reactions to it were immediate, passionate, and na-
tionwide. Linguists and non-linguists, with few exceptions, represented con-
trary opinions, linguists laudating the basic idea while recommending slight
changes in the formulation of the resolution, non-linguists misinterpreting it
14Even though Labov's seminal work \The stratication of English in New York City"
was published in 1966, it was nished in 1964
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as a call for the demolishment of Standard English teaching in schools. The
debate was characterized by a high degree of emotional involvement (cf. e.g.
Pandey 2000, Kretzschmar, Jr. 2008).
2.2.3.1 History of AAVE-attitudes research
Interest in research on attitudes toward AAVE peaked twice within the 20th
century. The rst peak could be observed during the 1970s, the second peak
during the 1990s (see Table 2.2 for explorative list of studies). If we try to
place these two phases of increased interest in AAVE attitude research within
Homan's structure of the AAVE debate, we see that the rst phase of in-
creased interest lingers somewhere between the rst and second incarnation,
preceding a phase of hot public debate rather than following one. Something
similar can be observed for the 1990s rejuvenation in interest. It is likely
to have inuenced the 1996/7 Ebonics debate to a similar degree as it was,
itself, inuenced by that debate. If we compare the peaks in interest with
the three eras of attitude research, we see that the rst peak is positioned
relatively late - only after the end of the second era. Sociolinguistics did
not probe deep into the second era, at least not as far AAVE attitudes were
concerned, but stayed for the most part on the level of the rst era, i.e. was
at least 40 years `out of date' at its very beginning (cf. 2.2; an asterisk indi-
cates that the article discusses an instrument for measuring attitudes toward
AAVE without presenting results). The problem that caused the demise of
the rst era - the low correlations between measured attitudes and actions -
was neglected entirely. Even in relationship to the `hot' phases of language
attitude research (both from a social psychological and a sociolinguistic per-
spective), AAVE attitude research was nearly a decade `late'.
Decade Studies
1970s Woodworth and Salzer 1971; Williams 1973; Taylor
1973; Di Giulio 1973*; Rosenthal 1974; Covington 1975;
Williams et al. 1976; Shores 1977; Ford 1978
1980s Cecil 1988
1990s Speicher and McMahon 1992; Bowie and Bond 1994;
Hoover et al. 1996*; White et al. 1998
2000s Abdul-Hakim 2002; Blake and Cutler 2003
Table 2.2: Phases of AAVE attitude research
Naturally, `being late' does not imply `being irrelevant', especially since the
dominant topics within social psychology do not necessarily possess the same
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Figure 2.2: Timeline
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importance for sociolinguists. This observation merely illustrates that, even
though the term attitude was borrowed into sociolinguistics from social psy-
chology, the research on attitudes by sociolinguists has developed rather
independently from the research by social psychologists. This might have
advantages, such as creating the possibility of a genuine sociolinguistic view
on attitudes, but it also means that in some instances, research is conducted
using techniques or concepts for which better alternatives might have been
available.
2.2.4 A working denition of \attitude"
This study uses the denition of attitude brought forward by Eagly and
Chaiken 1993 as a working denition:
Attitude is a psychological tendency that is expressed by evalu-
ating a particular entity with some degree of favor or disfavor.
As we will explain in more detail, psychological tendency refers
to a state that is internal to the person, and evaluating refers
to all classes of evaluative responding, whether overt or covert,
cognitive, aective, or behavioral/conative. This psychological
tendency can be regarded as a type of bias that predisposes the
individual toward evaluative responses that are positive or nega-
tive. (Eagly and Chaiken 1993, 1f)
In the main, Eagly's and Chaiken's denition reects today's scientic main-
stream. It diers from other common `textbook' denitions (e.g. Zimbardo
1992, 578) in avoiding the disputed term of `disposition' and using the more
general term `tendency'. Attitudes are usually considered to last a certain
amount of time, but the minimum duration that a evaluative trend must
exist before being called an `attitude' is not generally agreed upon. Using
the term `disposition' implies a relatively long duration, while the term `ten-
dency' can encompass a wide range of dierent durations, including relatively
short ones. Thus the second choice of term will nd approbation among more
social psychologists than the rst one and is therefore preferable.
2.2.4.1 Purpose of attitudes
In this thesis, I will treat attitudes as a problem. Attitudes can lead to
all kinds of actions, including discrimination. But attitudes per se are useful
elements of our cognitive make-up, since they help structure information and
can speed up cognitive processes or serve a number of other functions for the
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individual who holds them (cf. Eagly and Chaiken 1993, 19f). It is neither
possible nor expedient to aim at eliminating attitudes in general.
2.2.4.2 Origin of attitudes
Attitudes can be genetically encoded (e.g. disliking blue food), be transmit-
ted through society (e.g. attitudes toward objects one has not encountered)
or be derived from experience (e.g. attitudes toward dogs after having been
bitten by a dog). In many instances, attitudes will stem from a combination
of origins, e.g. learned but inuenced by experience (cf. Eagly and Chaiken
1993, 3). This will also be the case with attitudes toward AAVE.
Language attitudes are acquired at a very young age. Marilyn S. Rosenthal
(cf. Rosenthal 1974, also see section 2.3.2.4.3) has demonstrated the exis-
tence of attitudes toward AAVE in children aged 3-5.
2.2.4.3 Delineation from related terms
A number of constructs similar to that of `attitude' exist. By discussing the
dierences between attitudes on the one hand and prejudices, stereotypes,
values, character traits and moods, ideologies and schemas on the other hand,
it should be possible to clarify the term attitude even further.
Attitudes versus prejudices Theoretically, a prejudice is an attitude to-
ward any social group. Generally, though, the term is employed only to refer
to negative attitudes toward minority groups (cf. Eagly and Chaiken 1993,
5; Taiel 1972, 37). It might be argued that attitudes toward AAVE (or,
more exactly, toward speakers of AAVE) constitute prejudices in so far as
the language variety is associated with a minority group and is often nega-
tively evaluated.
Attitudes versus stereotypes Stereotypes are \beliefs held about (...)[a]
group" / \the attributes that an individual ascribes to a social group" (Eagly
and Chaiken 1993, 104)15. Since beliefs (as forms of cognitive responding
toward an attitude object) can function as indicators for attitudes (and prej-
udices), stereotypes on the one hand, and attitudes and prejudices on the
other hand, are related: \people who are prejudiced in relation to a group
15There is also the notion of \a priori group stereotypes", which stresses that stereotypes
are group judgments, i.e. judgments shared by a group (cf. Schenk 1972, 273).
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are generally thought to have a negative stereotype about group members"
(Eagly and Chaiken 1993, 104).
Attitudes versus values A value is a specic type of attitude, one \to-
ward relatively abstract goals or end states of human existence (e.g., equality,
freedom, salvation)" (Eagly and Chaiken 1993, 5). Attitudes toward AAVE
may be inuenced by such values (cf. Katz et al. 1986, 42).
Attitudes versus character traits and moods An attitude can only be
observed when it is elicited by a stimulus (e.g. seeing the attitude object).
Character traits and moods, on the other hand, can be observed indepen-
dently from such stimuli (cf. Eagly and Chaiken 1993, 5).
Attitudes versus ideologies Ideologies are systems of attitudes. An ide-
ology such as \Conservatism" might include matching attitudes toward e.g.
certain ethnic groups, political questions, dierent forms of dress, etc. Not
every attitude is part of an ideology, and not every person needs to have an
ideology (cf. McGuire 1986, 116f). Language attitudes may be part of an
ideology, but do not need to be.
Attitudes versus schemas Eagly and Chaiken 1993 argue that attitudes
may be regarded as subtypes of schemas (Eagly and Chaiken 1993, 18).
Schemas are cognitive structures based on past experience as are attitudes.
It is assumed that schemas inuence behavior - the same assumption is held
concerning attitudes. But schemas do not necessarily possess an evaluative
dimension (cf. Eagly and Chaiken 1993, 18f), and they cover more phenom-
ena than the term `attitude' does: \The concepts dier because the term
attitude refers to evaluation, whereas the term schema has been used more
broadly" (Eagly and Chaiken 1993, 18).
2.2.4.4 Attitudes as hypothetical constructs
Attitudes are not directly observable. What is observable is that certain
events (presentations of attitude objects; stimuli) co-vary with certain other
events (evaluative responding). An assumption that cannot be veried through
direct observation but that nonetheless has heuristic value is called a hypo-
thetical construct (cf. Eagly and Chaiken 1993, 2). By stating that attitudes
are hypothetical constructs, I do not commit myself to an analysis of atti-
tudes either as latent processes, i.e. truly existing, or as mere conceptual
conveniences (cf. Eagly and Chaiken 1993, 5). This question lies beyond the
scope of this thesis.
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2.2.5 Dierent measures of attitudes
an attitude is a complex aair which cannot be wholly described
by any single numerical index. For the problem of measurement
this statement is analogous to the observation that an ordinary
table is a complex aair which cannot be wholly described by any
single numerical index. (Thurstone 1967, 77)
When people speak about measuring attitudes, they usually refer to mea-
suring attitude value, i.e. the degree of positiveness or negativeness of an
attitude16. This is also the measurement I will focus on for the purpose of
this study. There are other measurements though, which I will discuss here
very briey.
Attitude strength Strength of the link between the attitude and its ob-
ject. High attitude strength also means high attitude accessibility (see below)
(cf. Eagly and Chaiken 1993, 196). A person presented with a formerly un-
known attitude object and asked about his/her attitude toward this object
may develop an attitude `on the spot'. This attitude, though, will have very
low attitude strength.
Attitude accessibility The ease with which attitudes can be activated.
Attitude accessibility has been taken into account to explain why some at-
titudes seem to inuence behavior stronger than other attitudes (cf. Eagly
and Chaiken 1993, 195).
Accessibility can be viewed as the strength of the associative link
between object and evaluation, such that for highly accessible
attitudes, the evaluation of an object is automatically activated
from memory when that object is encountered (...). Alterna-
tively, accessibility could be conceptualized as represented in the
connection weights within a connectionist model. In this model,
accessibility would correspond to the ability of partial stimulus
input to quickly and accurately produce the entire pattern of ac-
tivation for the attitude (...).(Fabrigar et al. 2005, 81)
Attitude accessibility is measured through the speed with which a person can
react evaluatively to an attitude (cf. Fabrigar et al. 2005, 81).
16Fabrigar, MacDonald and Wegener call this \valence and extremity" (Fabrigar et al.
2005, 79).
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Attitude stability Some attitudes may be stable, others may only be
passing. Often, attitudes with low attitude strength/accessibility will be less
stable than those with high attitude strength/accessibility. All other factors
equal, it is likely that the higher the attitude strength/accessibility, the less
prone to attitude change this attitude will be (cf. Fabrigar et al. 2005, 108).
This selection of measurements for dierent aspects of attitudes is only a
small sample of measurements used in dierent theories. Which measures
are used, or even considered to be meaningful, depends very much on the
theoretical orientation of a researcher. Attitude stability, for example, is a
non-measure for scientists assuming that attitudes are episodic by nature, i.e.
are not stored in memory, but assembled anew upon each contact with an at-
tiude object (\attitudes-as-construction" model, cf. Kruglanski and Stroebe
2005, 324). What you measure and how you measure is always a reection
of your theoretical background.
Attitudes may also dier concerning their internal structure, which I will
discuss in the following section.
2.2.6 The internal structure of attitudes
The assumed internal structure of attitudes has an eect on the method of
attitude measurement chosen, as well as on the interpretation of any data de-
rived. Originally, during the design of the studies discussed here, I followed
the traditional model of the internal structure of attitudes, assuming that
each individual's attitudes are positioned at one specic \point" or along a
limited \range of acceptance" on an attitude continuum conceptualized sim-
ilar to a number ray. This model lies at the basis of all measuring techniques
that aim at reaching a single \attitude score". Although sociolinguistic at-
titude research tends to be atheoretical (cf. section 2.2.7), the choice of the
instrument of measurement always implies certain theoretical assumptions,
especially about the internal structure of attitudes. While the side study on
German dialects using a Likert-like measuring technique (see section 4.3) did
not, and could not, due to its low scale level, raise questions concerning the
validity of this assumption, the main study (see Chapter 5), using interval
scale level Thurstone scale data, did exactly that. Therefore, while assuming
the traditional notion of attitude structure usually purported by sociolinguis-
tic research on language attitudes during the design phase of this research,
the results forced me to reconsider my assumption and to argue that the
attitudes of U.S. teachers toward AAVE are characterized by ambivalence,
i.e. by the endorsement of opposing evaluations at the same time (for a more
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detailed discussion, see section 6.2).
2.2.7 Attitudes: the sociolinguistic perspective
Above, I have outlined the social psychological attitude model, and suggested
in how far this model diers from the historical sociologist one. I have also
explained the fact that sociolinguistics took up the concept of `attitude' rel-
atively late. In this section I will discuss the question to what extent the
sociolinguistic usage of this term depends on that of social psychology, and
whether there is a genuine sociolinguistic perspective on attitudes. For that
purpose, I will rst discuss the use of the term in empirically oriented re-
search papers17, and then will continue with a delineation of main positions
found in theoretically oriented papers by sociolinguists. As a last step, I will
present and criticize the analysis by Ryan et al. 1982.
The most salient fact about the sociolinguistic usage of the attitude term
in empirically oriented papers is that the majority of authors on this topic
do not attempt a formal denition. A consensus on the exact meaning of
this term seems to be assumed - an assumption that would prove fallacious
within social psychology. Often, the method of attitude scaling employed
might service as an indicator for the denition used (cf. 2.3). And one has
to admit that a wordy discussion of theoretical standpoints might indeed be
inappropriate for some `hands-on' practice-oriented studies. In those papers
the names of the developers of these scaling methods are systematically mis-
spelled (\Lickert" vs. \Likert" scaling), or labels are used for the techniques
employed that are outrageously farfetched (cf. what I call pseudo-Likert
studies, see section 3.2), this credit might be undue. In some cases it might
be assumed that the authors were not aware of the fact that attitudes are
not an unproblematic term.
Those authors who do discuss the attitude term usually do it in one of two
ways: (a) they refer to traditional social psychological usages of the term, or
(b) they discuss the practical implications of attitudes within speech commu-
nities. The rst type is rarely found in the literature on attitudes to AAVE.
One noteworthy exception to this trend is Williams et al. 1976, who use this
as an introduction to type (b) that they employ as well. Other authors that
use type (a) are e.g. Robinson 1996. Type (b), even though it is not, strictly
speaking, a denition, might be the `best bet' for a genuine sociolinguistic
17For convenience I review those articles that will also be discussed in Chapter 3. All
discuss teachers' attitudes to AAVE, and might therefore not reect the character of
language attitude studies in general. Since a review of all language attitude studies by
sociolinguists is not possible within the scope of this thesis, I must accept this potential
distortion.
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approach to dening language attitudes. Beside Williams et al. 1976, this
type can be found with e.g. Cecil 1988 and Bowie and Bond 1994. For no
apparent reason, at least among the selection of studies I used as a basis
for this short assessment, Osgood-based studies seem to deal with this topic
somewhat more thoroughly. Bowie and Bond 1994 is the only article in this
list that does not employ Osgood-scaling.
A number of theoretical oriented papers on language attitudes written by
linguists do exist. Among them are e.g. St. Clair 1982, Ryan et al. 1982,
Garrett et al. 2003, and Cooper and Fishman 1974. Giles and Ryan 1982
might be added here, from a communication science perspective. A lot of
this literature discusses traditional techniques of attitude measurement and
similar `1930s' questions (cf. 2.2.3). Few papers leave this span of topics,
among them, for example, Cooper and Fishman 1974. I suggest that the
questions discussed in the theoretically oriented literature on language atti-
tudes roughly falls into one of two compartments:
(a) Social psychology revisited:
 Denition of language attitudes
 Attitude measurement (especially matched guise)
(b) A genuine sociolinguistic approach
 Dierences between social psychological, communication science, soci-
ological and sociolinguistic views
 The genesis of language attitudes
 Functions of language attitudes in speech communities
 Comparability between dierent language attitude studies
 Systematization of dierent types of language attitudes
 Critique of the `blind' copying of social psychological methodology
This, of course, is a coarse simplication of research reality and can serve
as little more than a basic orientation on the state of much sociolinguistic
literature on that topic.
Ryan et al. 1982 oer an analysis of the dierences between the social psycho-
logical/communications, the sociological and the sociolinguistic approach to
language attitudes. According to this article, sociology views \the symbolic
values of language [...] within societal and situational contexts"(Ryan et al.
1982, 2): language serves as an indicator of social statuses and personal
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relationships and as marker of societal goals. The preferred measurement
techniques are the questionnaire or interview method, but content analysis
is also used (cf. Ryan et al. 1982, 2).
Social psychology/communication science puts \emphasis [...] upon the in-
dividual and his/her display of attitudes toward ingroup and outgroup mem-
bers as elicited by language and as reected in its use"(Ryan et al. 1982, 2).
Matched guise (cf. 2.3.1.3.1) is considered its preferred technique (cf. Ryan
et al. 1982, 2).
They consider two questions to be specic to the sociolinguistic perspective:
\understanding the association between specic linguistic features [...] and
characteristics of the societal, social group and situational contexts in which
they occur"(Ryan et al. 1982, 2) and \understanding the inferences listeners
make about these associations"(Ryan et al. 1982, 2). Their characteriza-
tion of sociolinguistic research on language attitude is in harmony with the
work of e.g. Cooper and Fishman 1974, but, from my perspective, much of
sociolinguistic research is rather atheoretical than closely bound with these
questions. None of the studies discussed here uses matched-guise, though
verbal-guise, a closely related method (see footnote in section 2.3.1.3.1), has
been used in both studies by Williams et al. (see section 3.1.1).
2.3 Measuring attitudes
In this chapter, I will delineate several methods for the measurement of
attitudes in general and language attitudes in particular. I will rst outline
some basic theoretical problems of measuring psychological phenomena, then
present collection of methods in form of a short overview, before discussing
the methods most relevant for this study in more detail and giving arguments
for my choice of method.
2.3.1 Theoretical problems in measuring attitudes
In this section, I would like to discuss some theoretical problems that atti-
tude measurement - utilizing whichever method - has to face: the fact that
attitudes are hypothetical constructs and therefore not directly observable,
and the problem of social desirability. I will also discuss the dierent op-
tions concerning choice of stimulus here, oering a short introduction into
the technique of matched guise and its specic needs concerning stimulus
material. At the end of this section, I will explain the relevance of scale level
for the development of attitude scales.
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2.3.1.1 A hypothetical construct
Attitudes are hypothetical constructs (see also 2.2.4.4):
Like other hypothetical constructs, attitudes are not directly ob-
servable but can be inferred from observable responses. The rel-
evant observations are responses that are elicited by (or occur in
close conjunction with) certain stimuli. As a general strategy in
psychology, when certain types of responses are elicited by cer-
tain classes of stimuli, psychologists infer that some mental state
(e.g., mood, emotion, attitude) or disposition (e.g., personality
trait) has been engaged. It is this state or disposition that is said
to explain the covariation of stimuli and responses. (Eagly and
Chaiken 1993, 2)
We cannot measure attitudes directly, we can only measure responses to
stimuli and try to infer the intensity and orientation of attitudes from these.
The form responses can take are as multifold as the techniques for measuring
them: cognitive responses such as beliefs and opinions (expressed beliefs),
aective responses like fear, dislike, aesthetic enjoyment, conative responses
such as leaving the room, sharing a gift, or discriminating against. Responses
can sometimes be observed directly, sometimes technical apparatus is needed
(e.g. aective responses are reected in physical reactions such as rising blood
pressure), and often a questionnaire is the tool of choice. However, all of these
indicators, whichever way they are measured, are merely indicators for the
existence of attitudes. We have no way of measuring attitudes directly.
2.3.1.2 Artifacts
It goes without saying that the measurement of attitudes is always subject
to a multitude of artifacts created by the act of measuring itself. Social
desirability is only one of those, albeit a very important one. It skews the re-
sults away from the true attitudes of subjects toward what subjects consider
the social or professional `standard'. This will especially be the case when
you ask teachers about their behavior at school, a context in which teachers
will be very conscious about what answers/behaviors will be expected from
them by their school administration, their school board or the parents whose
children their school serves. Guaranteeing anonymity can alleviate, but not
solve, the problem.
If questionnaires are used, order eects contribute another major source of
distortion. Careful arrangement of items may help to reduce the eect. If
questionnaires are distributed or interviews are conducted face-to-face, the
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presence of the experimenter will have a further distorting eect. An African
American experimenter is likely to elicit dierent responses than a Euro-
pean American experimenter, for example. By conducting studies online,
this eect cannot be totally avoided, because many characteristics of the
experimenter beyond his/her physical appearance (e.g. the name) will be
interpreted as cues for ethnicity.
2.3.1.3 The nature of the stimulus
When we measure attitudes, we measure attitudes toward attitude objects. If
you want to study attitudes toward snakes, your attitude object is a snake.
In your research, you can use either the term snake, present a picture of
a snake, or use a living snake as stimulus. Even though the word snake
ought to represent the object `snake', measured attitudes dier based on the
stimulus chosen - at least in this specic case, where the attitude object can
evoke strong emotions, especially fear, that the word itself may not evoke
(cf. Eagly and Chaiken 1993). Yet, presenting a particular snake creates the
problem that this is just one snake out of a multitude of dierent types of
snakes, and the results of attitude measurement might dier based on the
species and particular features of the snake used as a stimulus. Replacing a
class of entities by a particular entity might skew the results as well.
In this case, our attitude object is a language variety. Since this is an abstract
object, we do not have all the options we have with snakes as the attitude
object: We cannot hold \an AAVE" into the air or put it onto a table. Our
options are basically the following:
1. We can use the word AAVE (or an equivalent term) as a label.
2. We can use examples of AAVE: example sentences, voice recordings,
etc.
3. We can use an abstract description of AAVE.
4. We can use some form of reference to a particular speaker or a class of
speakers.
The rst two types have been used repeatedly in the studies reviewed here.
Type three has been used only in combination with stimulus of type one. The
fourth type seems to be used less often; it does not appear in the selection
of studies reviewed here, though it can be found it studies outside the scope
of the literature review. Shuy 1970 used the term disadvantaged to refer
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to students whose language teachers were asked to describe.18 Speicher and
McMahon used \examples in popular culture" (Speicher and McMahon 1992,
389) if subjects did not unterstand the label BEV (i.e. the initialism for Black
English Vernacular). Furthermore, it is likely that an abstract description
of AAVE would include some form of reference to, for example, the ethnicity
of many speakers of AAVE.
2.3.1.3.1 Matched guise In matched guise, a technique developed dur-
ing the 1950s by Wallace E. Lambert to study language attitudes in the Mon-
treal area (cf. Lambert 1967, 94), one speaker produces two sets of stimuli,
e.g. a bidialectal speaker is recorded speaking (a) SAE and (b) AAVE19.
The subjects are presented with both sets of stimuli, without being told that
both recordings stem from the same speaker. When these two sets of stimuli
yield dierent evaluative responses (typically, matched guise is used in com-
bination with a semantic dierential (cf. 2.3.2.3.1), although it can be used
with other other techniques as well), it can be assumed that these dierences
were triggered not by dierences between individual speakers (e.g. dier-
ences in voice quality, etc.), but by dierences between the varieties used.
Of course, even though the dierence in attitudes measured was triggered by
a dierence in language, the measurement does not reect attitudes toward
that language variety, but merely attitudes toward speakers of that variety.
That is, the fact that a subject is of the opinion that a speaker of AAVE
is less \warm" than a speaker of \SAE" does not automatically guarantee
that he/she also considers AAVE as a variety, independent of its speakers,
to be less \warm" than SAE. Even though this conclusion seems plausible
at rst sight, it does not automatically follow from the data gathered (cf.
Edwards 1982, 22). Nor does a negative evaluation of one speaker using a
specic variety warrant that all speakers will be judged the same way (e.g.
some form of speech may be considered to be more acceptable with male
than with female, or with young rather than old (or vice versa) speakers).
The advantages of such a method are obvious. An indirect approach can
reduce the amount of distortion due to social desirability. The subject as-
sumes that he/she is evaluating dierent speakers, and is not aware that the
purpose of the study is to measure language attitudes.
No technique is without its drawbacks, though. Garrett et al. 2003 mention
the following problems:
18Roger W. Shuy was interested in the abilities of teachers to describe the language of
their students. He did not conduct, strictly speaking, attitude research.
19A variant of this method, called verbal-guise, exists. Here, dierent speakers are used
for the dierent varieties (cf. Garrett et al. 2003, 53). This is sometimes unavoidable,
when a bidialectal or bilingual speaker cannot be found.
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1. the salience problem: \The routine of providing judges with the re-
peated message content of a reading passage presented by a long se-
ries of speakers may exaggerate the language contrast compared to
what would otherwise be the case in ordinary discourse (...). [T](t)he
MGT [matched guise technique, addition mine] may systematically
make speech/language variation much more salient than it otherwise
is" (Garrett et al. 2003, 58)
2. the perception problem: \One cannot be sure (...) how reliably judges
have perceived the manipulated variables" (Garrett et al. 2003, 58)
3. the accent-authenticity problem: Some variables, e.g. in intonation
or discourse patterning, might inadvertently be eliminated from the
stimulus material. The material is not authentic (cf. Garrett et al.
2003, 59).
4. the mimicking-authenticity problem: Occasionally, one speaker is asked
to produce a wide range of dierent guises. In such cases, it is un-
convincing that the speaker is actually multi-dialectal to such a high
degree, and more plausible that some of these guises are merely mimick-
ings of the varieties. Even though a good imitation might elicit similar
responses from the judges, this is a problem that should be taken into
account (cf. Garrett et al. 2003, 59). Verbal guise might be a more
appropriate method when bi- or multidialectal/lingual speakers cannot
be found for a specic combination of languages or language varieties.
5. the community-authenticity problem: Within a variety, there may be
further variation. Garrett et al e.g. criticize using labels as broad as
Welsh English or south-Welsh English (the label AAVE is even broader
than the examples Garrett et al mention), and recommend the use of
\more specic or localized" (Garrett et al. 2003, 60) labels.
6. the style-authenticity problem: When speakers read out passages, the
resulting style will dier from that of naturally occurring speech (cf.
Garrett et al. 2003, 60). Either authentic spoken passages should be
used, or the subjects must be told that what they are going to hear are
read-aloud text passages.
The use of read passages for the study of attitudes toward AAVE is
especially problematic since AAVE is normally less accepted in formal
(e.g. at school) than in informal situations (cf. Buendgens 2002).
7. the neutrality problem: It is dicult to construct a neutral text. A
sentence such as \I didn't know what to think" might, with one type of
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speakers (e.g. older speakers), be interpreted as sign of confusion, with
another type of speakers (e.g. younger speakers) as a sign of careful
evaluation of a complex problem - thus inuencing speaker evaluations
(cf. Garrett et al. 2003, 60f).
Most of these problems can be summarized as follows: It is dicult to nd
or produce `natural' or seemingly natural stimulus that is, at the same time,
neutral. Matched guise can be a valuable tool, but it has to be designed
carefully. While verbal-guise avoids the mimicking-authenticity problem, all
other problem apply to this method as well.
2.3.1.3.2 By any other name: The politics of choosing a label
When a variety is identied through a label for it, this label should be cho-
sen very carefully, and the inuence of label choice on attitude measurement
should be considered.
In the dierent studies on language attitudes toward AAVE, a multitude of
dierent labels have been utilized. Table 2.3 oers an overview over the dif-
ferent decisions of researchers concerning choice of label.
Generally, the choice of labels used in a questionnaire is not explicitly dis-
Label Studies
African American English Hoover et al. 1996 & Abdul-Hakim
2002
African American English
& AAE & Ebonics
Blake and Cutler 2003
Black English Di Giulio 1973
Black English & nonstan-
dard English & nonstandard
dialects
Taylor 1973 & Covington 1975 & Ford
1978 & Bowie and Bond 1994
none Cecil 1988 & Williams et al. 1976 &
Woodworth and Salzer 1971
Table 2.3: Labels used
cussed. I assume that in most cases researchers picked those terms they
considered to be the best known ones, or at least the best known ones that
they considered to be politically correct or otherwise acceptable for the pur-
pose of an attitude study among teachers.
Speicher and McMahon 1992, who used a relatively free interview style for
assessing attitudes,20 discuss in detail the diculties their subjects had with
20Their study is not included in the Review of Literature section (cf. Chapter 3), since
it does not deal with teachers/pre-service teachers and therefore falls outside the scope of
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the oered label \BEV":
Most of our informants said they knew what BEV referred to, a
few thought they did but were unsure. Four did not know. From
examples in popular culture, two of those eventually understood
the referent, but the other two informants objected to the term
for political reasons (see later discussion). However, as we began
to explore what the informants thought BEV entailed, we real-
ized that although we were using the same label, each informant's
understanding of the code to which the term referred diered dra-
matically.
When asked what label they would use to refer to BEV, nearly
half of the informants said \slang." Several more used terms such
as \street talk", \jive," and \non-standard English." The older
male sta person called BEV \ghetto language" and character-
ized it as \idiotic." On a more neutral note, the terms \Black En-
glish," \Afro-American English," and \Ebonics" were provided,
along with our personal favorite: \Blanglish," credited to a for-
mer college teacher of one of the male student informants. Three
said they would not call it anything. A female student reported,
\If I was sitting around with my friends that I grew up with, we
wouldn't call it anything. It was just the way we talked.... There
was no label for it." (Speicher and McMahon 1992, 389)
During a side study (cf. Buendgens-Kosten 2006, also briey discussed in
section 2.1.3) I collected data on the usage and recognition of terms by teach-
ers. \Ebonics" was both used and recognized most frequently, but \Black
English", \African American English" and \African American Vernacular
English" were also recognized often. They all might be considered potential
labels for an attitude study aimed at teachers, possibly in combination with
each other, e.g. as \Ebonics, also known as African American Vernacular
English or Black English"21. Accompanying a label with a short explanation
to clarify the term might also be an option (e.g. \The form of speech called
`Ebonics'"), but this carries the risk of inuencing the answer behavior of
subjects, especially when the explanation has been worded carelessly (e.g.
\Ebonics is a language used by..." followed by items asking whether the sub-
ject considers Ebonics/AAVE to be a language or not.). If it were plausible
the literature review.
21Blake and Cutler 2003 used this procedure: They used the term \AAE" in their
questionnaire items, but preceded them with the following explanation: \African American
English and AAE are used interchangeably with Ebonics"(Blake and Cutler 2003, 190), to
ensure the term was correctly interpreted and/or more individuals understood their label.
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to assume that there are teachers who are absolutely unacquainted with the
idea that something like an African American sociolect (whether considered
to be a language, a lect or merely `broken English') exists, such denitions
should not be used. In such a case it should be avoided that those individuals
who cannot have attitudes toward AAVE since they are totally unacquainted
with this attitude object even in its widest sense ll out the questionnaire.
In studies working with matched guise or, more generally, using audio stim-
ulus, the variety may not be named at all.
I will discuss my choice of terminology in detail in Chapter 5.
2.3.1.4 Scale level
The type of scaling used determines the scale level of the data gained by
applying the scale. Four dierent levels of measurement (or scale levels) ex-
ist: nominal scales, ordinal scales, interval scales and ratio scales. Simply
speaking, the higher the scale level, the more informative the data.
Nominal scales reect equivalence and dierence of data. If one person has
a score of \1" and the other person has a score of \2", you know that they
dier in their scores. You do not know whose score is higher, or how far
apart the two scores are (cf. Eagly and Chaiken 1993, 23f).
Ordinal scales have a xed order. A score of \1" is less than a score of \2",
which, again, is less than a score of \3". When using ordinal scale data, you
can sensible speak about a more or less, but you cannot speak about the
degree of more or less. \1" might be only very little less than \2", and \2"
and \3" might be worlds apart. Only the order is known, not the distance
(cf. Eagly and Chaiken 1993, 24).
With interval scales, on the other hand, you know not just the order of scale
value, but also their unit of measurement, i.e. you know the exact distance
between a score of \1" and one of \2" (cf. Eagly and Chaiken 1993, 25f).
The highest scale value is ratio scale value. A ratio scale has not only a xed
and known unit of measurement, but also a true zero point. The exact origin,
the \0", of the scale is known (cf. Eagly and Chaiken 1993, 25f).
The dierences between these scales become highly relevant during statistical
analysis. Nominal scales allow = and 6=; ordinal scales, additionally, < and
>; interval scales, again additionally, + and -; and ratio scales, additionally,
* and : as mathematical operators. If you have a scale that codes \male" as
\1" and \female" as \2", the arithmetic mean is just not as informative as,
for example, when used on data sets detailing size (which is of an ratio scale
level) (\The average group member has a sex of 1.8" vs. \The average group
member has a size of 1.8 m").
The question in how far it is appropriate to use methods of statistical anal-
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ysis that depend on the use of e.g. division on ordinal scale level data, is
controversial. As long as \an observed measured variable is a continuous
ordinal variable that is a monotonically increasing function of an underlying
variable (and the standard assumptions of homogeneity of variance and nor-
mality hold)" (Eagly and Chaiken 1993, 27) important statistical tests, such
as the t-test, might be applicable.
During literature review, I will sometimes note that a statistical operation
has been used with data of a scale level not strictly speaking compatible with
this operation. This does not imply that the results are necessarily invalid,
of course. During my own research, I avoided such problematic operations,
either by using forms of analysis that are unproblematic for the scale level
at hand, or by choosing a scale with an appropriately high scale level.
2.3.2 Short overview over attitude measuring techniques
In this section, I am going to discuss a number of dierent techniques for
measuring attitudes. The list, although extensive, is not exhaustive.
I have arranged the dierent methods in a variant of Eagly and Chaiken
1993's systematization. The rst three categories dier in their relationship
between scale development (or, in other words, scaling of the stimulus) and
data collection. In category 1, the stimulus is scaled in a rst step, and only
in a second step is data gathered concerning the subjects' attitudes. This
means that two sets of subjects are needed: One group of judges for scal-
ing the stimulus, and one group of subjects whose attitudes are scaled (the
`subjects proper') (cf. Eagly and Chaiken 1993, 30). In category 2, only one
group of subjects and one set of data is needed: The same data that will
be used to assess subjects' attitudes also functions as material for scale con-
struction (cf. Eagly and Chaiken 1993, 44). In category 3, no empirical data
is used to determine scale distances, etc. The subjects' responses only serve
to assess their attitudes, not for creating the scale (cf. Eagly and Chaiken
1993, 50).
In most cases, these three categories are realized as `paper-and-pencil' meth-
ods, even though they could, of course, be adapted to other media, such as
speaking and signing, without altering their basic concepts. Some of them
carry restrictions as to which classes of evaluative responses (i.e. cognitive,
aective and conative responses) are used as indicators, but most can (and
often are) adapted to serve other classes as well. To these I add a fourth
category, which comprises those techniques that are limited to only one class
of evaluative responding, i.e. cognitive, conative or aective responding.
CHAPTER 2. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 34
2.3.2.1 Stimulus-then-person-scaling
Since stimulus-then-person-scaling demands two sets of subjects, one group
of judges for scale creation and one group of individuals whose attitudes are
assessed, it might seem to be rather laborious. They do often yield high scale
levels, though, and are therefore of special interest.
2.3.2.1.1 Thurstone Strictly speaking, there is no `Thurstone-scaling',
but `Thurstone-scalings'. Louis L. Thurstone has developed three methods
for scale construction, the method of equal-appearing intervals, the method
of successive intervals and the method of paired comparisons, which I will
discuss in this section.
Thurstone entered the eld of attitude measurement with a strong back-
ground in psychophysical measurement. In psychophysical measurement, in-
dividuals are asked to judge characteristics which can also be measured using
traditional physical measurements, e.g. weight, brightness, shades of grey,
etc. From experiments of this type, two scales can be derived: the so-called
\R-scale", the scale of the actual physical stimulus with the unit gram, cen-
timeter, etc., and the \S -scale", reecting the psychological continuum, with
the unit `equally often noticed stimulus dierence' (cf. Thurstone and Chave
1929, 2). Attitude measurement diers from psychophysical measurement
only in so far as there is no R-scale.
2.3.2.1.1.1 Method of equal-appearing intervals In the method of
equal-appearing intervals, a large number of judges are asked to sort items
into a certain number of piles (e.g. 11), so that these piles \represent an
evenly graduated series of attitudes from those extremely against (...) to
those which are very much in favor (...)." (Thurstone and Chave 1929, 30).
From this data, scale values for each item can be calculated.
2.3.2.1.1.2 Method of paired comparisons When using this method,
judges are not given the complete list of items and asked to sort them into
piles, but are presented with only one pair of items at a time and are asked
to indicate which of these is more positive. This process is repeated until
every item has been judged against every other item, resulting in a total of
n(n 1)
2
pairs. While the method of equal-appearing intervals is feasible with
rather large numbers of items (Thurstone reports using a total of 130 items
for his scale on attitudes toward the church (cf. Thurstone and Chave 1929,
30)), the method of paired comparisons is very much limited in that regard
(cf. Eagly and Chaiken 1993, 39). Since the number of pairs needed rises
exponentially with each additional item, item pools with more that twenty
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items are not feasible. While ten items need only 45 pairs, 15 need 105, 20
need 190, and 25 items need 300 pairs.
2.3.2.1.1.3 Method of successive intervals The method of succes-
sive intervals employs the same sorting technique as the method of equal-
appearing intervals, but uses a dierent method for calculating the scale
values for each item. It was developed in order to combine the advantages
of the other two methods: the more precise results for scale values of the
method of paired comparisons and the bigger ease of judgment collection of
the method of equal-appearing intervals.
2.3.2.1.1.4 Problems One problem of Thurstone scaling has not been
addressed yet: the anchor eect. When a subject is told to estimate the
physical weight of objects, and given one object as a `standard' or `anchor'
to compare those objects with, the anchor causes distortions is the estimation
of weight:
(...) an anchor located at either end of the to-be-judged stimuli
(or just beyond them) tends to produce assimilation { the judged
stimuli are perceived to be closer or more similar to the anchor
than they actually are. However, an anchor located considerably
beyond the range of stimuli to be judged tends to produce the
opposite eect, contrast { the judged stimuli are perceived to
be more discrepant or more dissimilar to the anchor than they
actually are. (Eagly and Chaiken 1993, 366)
M. Sherif et al assume that the attitudes of a judge can function as an
anchor when this judge evaluates the positiveness or negativeness of an item
(cf. Sherif and Hovland 1961, 17.). This could cause distortions during
the scaling process. During Thurstone scale construction, the exact `value'
of positiveness or negativeness of items is of no relevance, but merely the
compared positiveness or negativeness of one item compared with another
item. If a distortion occurs (may it be assimilation or contrast), the perceived
positiveness and negativeness is altered, but the contrast between item one
(slightly more positive) and item two (slightly less positive) should { even
though the `extremeness' of distance might be altered { still be perceivable for
judges. Therefore, a method asking judges to allot values to individual items
(among them, probably, Thurstone's method of equal-appearing intervals
and method of successive intervals) is highly susceptible to distortion by the
anchor eect, while Thurstone's method of paired comparisons should suer
little or not at all of this eect.
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2.3.2.1.2 Magnitude estimation (Stevens) S.S. Stevens' magnitude
estimation \has received only limited attention from social scientists" (Eagly
and Chaiken 1993, 43), and none in the context of language attitudes, but
would, due to its potentially ratio scale level, deserve some more attention
than it has.
An item, in this context called modulus, is presented to a judge together
with a value of e.g. 100 (the actual value is entirely arbitrary). The judge is
then presented with further moduli and asked to indicate the ratio between
this and the rst modulus by a number. If he/she for example had \Vanilla
ice cream is tasty" as `standard' modulus and \Vanilla ice cream is the best
thing in the entire universe" as a second modulus, and he/she perceived the
second item to be exactly twice as favorable as the rst, he/she would assign
a \200" (cf. Eagly and Chaiken 1993, 43).
This process is repeated for all moduli and with several judges, and then mean
values for all moduli are calculated. These arithmetic means constitute the
item values (cf. Eagly and Chaiken 1993, 43).
Variants of this procedure exist, e.g. asking the judges not to give their
estimates in numerical values but for example by adapting a light source
(twice as bright equals twice as favorable), which allows for cross-validation
across dierent modalities.
This method of scaling has two major drawbacks: Firstly, it has not been
settled whether the resulting scale is indeed a ratio scale, as Stevens claimed,
or `merely' an interval scale. Secondly, the research concentrated on the
creation of scales, neglecting the actual use of these scales, resulting in a
lack of actual experience with the application of this method (cf. Eagly and
Chaiken 1993, 44).
2.3.2.2 Simultaneous-stimulus-and-person-scaling
In simultaneous-stimulus-and-person-scaling, the need for a second group of
subjects that serve as judges of item values is eliminated, simplifying the
data-collection part of scale creation.
2.3.2.2.1 Guttman Louis Guttman's scaling method (also known as in-
terlocking technique or scalogram analysis) uses only one group of judges/subjects.
The data used to create the scale is at the same time the data being analyzed
by the newly created scale. How is this achieved?
The rst step consists of the selection of scalable items. In order to be scal-
able, these items need to be cumulative: A person agreeing with a high-rating
item must also be in agreement with any lower-rating item (cf. Eagly and
Chaiken 1993, 47; Guttman 1944, 100). The items might be chosen intu-
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itively, but only if this condition is fullled (which cannot be veried before
scaling is attempted), will the construction of a scalogram (see below) be
possible.
In a second step, data is elicited from judges/subjects. Guttman stresses
that this may be done in any convenient modality (cf. Guttman 1944, 98),
including, of course, questionnaires. Often, a questionnaire design similar
to Likert-scaling (see also section 2.3.2.3.1) is used, though the number of
reply options are normally collapsed into only one or two options (e.g. agree-
ment/disagreement) during the scalogram creation process.
In a third step, the construction of a scalogram will be attempted. A scalo-
gram is simply a visual arrangement of data, in which items and subjects
are arranged in the following fashion: Those individuals who agree to the
highest number of items are moved to the top of the chart, those with the
lowest number to the bottom22. Then, the order of items is changed so that
those items with which the highest number of subjects agree are moved to
the left side, those with the lowest rate of agreement to the right23(see Table
2.4)(cf. Guttman 1944, 99; Eagly and Chaiken 1993, 44).
If the items are indeed cumulative, the resulting scalogram will show a
Item b Item a Item d Item c
Person 1 agreement agreement agreement agreement
Person 3 agreement agreement agreement disagreement
Person 4 agreement agreement disagreement disagreement
Person 2 agreement disagreement disagreement disagreement
Person 5 disagreement disagreement disagreement disagreement
Table 2.4: Scalogram
triangle-form. In many cases, though, several revisions of data are neces-
sary to reach this form, e.g. exclusion of items from the scale. In some
instances, even this will not suce: Not every set of data proves to be scal-
able by this method (cf. Guttman 1944, 103). If a scale is achieved, this will
be of ordinal scale level.
2.3.2.2.2 Edwards-Kilpatrick scale Allen L. Edwards and Franklin P.
Kilpatrick have suggested techniques by which one of the main problems of
Guttman-scales could be resolved: How can scalability be improved through
22Individuals with identical answering behavior can be collapsed into one row.
23The orientation of the arrangement is arbitrary and can be changed at will.
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item choice? Edwards and Kilpatrick looked at Thurstone- and Likert-scaling
and suggested borrowing ideas from them, especially from Thurstone-scaling:
One of the most promising [approaches, addition mine] with which
we have been working involves rst scaling a large number of items
by the method of equal-appearing intervals. On the basis of scale
and Q values, we reduce the initial set of items to a smaller num-
ber. These items are then given to another sample and subjected
to item analysis. We then plot the discriminatory power of the
items against the Thurstone scale values and select from within
each scale interval the two or three items with the greatest dis-
criminatory power. (Edwards and Kilpatrick 1948,113)
From this point on, scaling is continued as outlined in the preceding section.
2.3.2.3 Person scaling
Person scaling is the attitude-measurement-equivalent of a blockbuster pro-
ducing company: Two types of person scaling, Likert- and Osgood-scaling,
are `stars' in the eld of sociolinguistic attitude scaling. Person scaling makes
scale creation relatively easy, but easy scale creation is paid for with lower
or uncertain scale levels.
2.3.2.3.1 Likert scaling(s): Method of summated ratings The term
Likert-scale can be used to refer to two dierent methods: The Sigma method
and the Simpler method. Only the Simpler method constitutes an example
of Person scaling, the Sigma method is an example of simultaneous-stimulus-
and-person-scaling. Sometimes, scales that do not follow Likert's method but
have a supercial similarity to his instruments are referred to as Likert scale,
Likert-type scale or, in this thesis, pseudo-Likert scale.
Since all three, Sigma method, Simpler method, and pseudo-Likert, are rou-
tinely referred to by the same term, and the Simpler method is probably
the most popular one among them, I will discuss them together under this
heading.
2.3.2.3.1.1 \Likert-type scale" Occasionally authors use terms like
Likert-scale or Likert-type scale to refer exclusively to the outer appearance
of a scale, i.e. the presentation of items. This is problematic, since Rensis
Likert used dierent forms of item presentation:
1. Yes or no questions,
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Would most negroes, if not held in their place, become o-
cious, overbearing, and disagreeable?
YES { NO
(2) (3) (4) (Likert 1932, 18)24
2. ve-option multiple choice questions,
How far in our educational system (aside from trade educa-
tion) should the most intelligent negroes be allowed to go?
(a) Grade school. (1)
(b) Junior high school. (2)
(c) High school. (3)
(d) College. (4)
(e) Graduate and professional school. (5)
(Likert 1932, 18)25
3. standardized ve-option (strongly approve, approve, undecided, disap-
prove, strongly disapprove) questions,
If the same preparation is required, the negro teacher should
receive the same salary as the white.
Strongly Approve Approve Undecided Disapprove Strongly
Disapprove
(5) (4) (3) (2) (1) (Likert 1932, 19)
4. narratives and description of outcome of the narrated situation, fol-
lowed by the same response options as (3)
In a community of 1,000 whites and 50 negroes, a drunken
negro shoots and kills an ocer who is trying to arrest him.
THEWHITE POPULATION IMMEDIATELY DRIVE ALL
THE NEGROES OUT OF TOWN,
Strongly Approve Approve Undecided Disapprove Strongly
Disapprove
(5) (4) (3) (2) (1) (Likert 1932, 19)(cf. Likert 1932, 14f)
Terms like Likert-type scale, though, are used to refer exclusively to items of
the (3) type, often with a ve-point gradation, but also of seven- or three-
point gradations. Theoretically, even numbers of gradations are also possible,
but they are rarely used.
Concerning content and wording of items, Likert introduced a number of
24All examples are from Likert's \Negro Scale".
25This item is similar in its structure to Bogardus' scale.
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rules. These rules are, more often than not, ignored in the construction of
such `Likert-type scales', but also, at least occasionally, in the construction
of `real' Likert scales. These rules for item choice are as follows:
 \It is essential that all statements be expressions of desired behavior
and not statements of fact." (Likert 1932, 44)
A statement of fact can be true or false. An expression of desired behavior is
an opinion and therefore beyond correctness or falsity. Wordings containing
should are recommended (cf. Likert 1932, 45).26
 \The second criterion is the necessity of stating each proposition in
clear, concise, straight-forward statements." (Likert 1932, 45); \Double-
barreled statements [e.g. \AAVE is great and everybody should learn
AAVE at school." - addition mine] are most confusing and should al-
ways be broken in two [e.g. \AAVE is great" and \Everybody should
learn it at school." - addition mine]." (Likert 1932, 45); \each state-
ment must avoid every kind of ambiguity" (Likert 1932, 45).
26It might be dicult to cover all three dimensions of evaluative responding using this
form. Most items in Likert's \Negro scale" contain evaluations of public policy, legisla-
tion or group behavior, such as \Practically all American hotels should refuse to admit
negroes." (Likert 1932, 19). These items cover the cognitive dimension. Several items ask
for statements of personal behavior, e.g. \Would you shake hands with a negro?" (Likert
1932, 18), covering the conative dimension. One item is of an aective nature: \If you
heard of a negro who had bought a home or a farm would you be glad?" (Likert 1932, 18).
Theoretically, all three dimensions are therefore covered. Yet, the fact that the \Negro
scale" contains only one isolated item representing the aective dimension, and neither
the \Imperialism scale" (Likert 1932, 19f) nor the \Internationalism scale" (Likert 1932,
15) contain anything similar, indicate that this form of evaluative responding might not
easily be integrated into Likert-scales. This, of course, is not a prerequisite of attitude
scaling, since each indicator class can be used both independently and in combination.
The main problem one has when wording aective dimension items for strict Likert-scales
is that one tends to ask for actually expected and not for desired behavior. The one exam-
ple contained in Likert's \Negro scale" actually does so. Many conative dimension items
have the same basic problem the aective dimension items have: The fact that I would or
would not \shake hands with a negro" (Likert 1932, 18) does not imply that I evaluate
this as \desired behavior". It might be a fact that I usually do or do not do so, but that I
am actually ashamed of my behavior and consider it to be highly undesirable. As soon as
a person feels slightly ambivalent about an issue, i.e. there is a contrast between e.g. how
this person acts/reacts and how he/she thinks he/she should act/react, this may pose a
major problem.
When constructing a Likert scale, one has to decide between concentrating on the cog-
nitive dimension of evaluative responding, or choosing some items that do not perfectly
fulll Likert's conditions, but are still in keeping with his examples.
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These restrictions are rather obvious. Only if a subject understands items
perfectly can he/she mark his/her true opinion concerning these items.
 \In general it would seem desirable to have each statement so worded
that the modal reaction to it is approximately in the middle of the
possible responses." (Likert 1932, 45)
I assume that \modal" in this context refers to the (statistical) mode, the
most frequently chosen value. If this is correct, then version I demands that
a questionnaire is built in such a way that most respondents would chose the
\Undecided" option or an equivalent (`score-of-three') option. In a society
with the extremest imaginable dislike of AAVE this would mean opting for
items such as \AAVE should be branded as the single worst plague of modern
society.", while a society with the deepest aection for AAVE would require
items like this: \We should invest all available money in the teaching and
conservation of AAVE." The problem here, of course, is, that it is not always
possible to foresee the response behavior of one's population.
In an otherwise identical reprint of this chapter (\The method of constructing
an attitude scale", Likert 1932, 44-53) 1967, this paragraph has been changed:
In general it would seem desirable to have the questions so worded
that the modal reaction to some is more toward one end of the
attitude continuum and to others more in the middle or toward
the other end. (...) There is no need, however, to have questions
whose modal reactions are at either extreme of the continuum.
(Likert 1967, 91)
The second version is not as easy to comprehend. If \attitude continuum" is
meant to refer to the traditional concept of an \attitude line" covering pos-
sible attitude positions, then it is nonsensical: It would demand that items
are chosen in such a way that, e.g., for item 1, most subjects will express
a negative attitude toward AAVE, for item 2 a very positive attitude, for
item three a neutral one, etc. If the term \attitude continuum" refers to the
response options, this would be a very unusual usage of the term, but would
make more sense (e.g. as a measure to avoid order eects, that has, of course,
to be taken into account when scoring the responses). It would, nonetheless,
be a perfect contradiction of version I, which I cannot explain.27
27Other dierences between the two versions are less perplexing. Two sentences were
deleted; both contained references to other chapters in Likert 1932. Other changes were
the relabeling of one table, and a reaction to a minor typographic change (The overview
in Likert 1932, 47 was turned into a table in Likert 1967, the introductory sentence was
adapted appropriately). None of these changes would point toward careless editing.
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 \To avoid any space error or any tendency to a stereotyped response it
seems desirable to have the dierent statements so worded that about
one-half of them have one end of the attitude continuum correspond-
ing to the left or upper part of the reaction alternatives and the other
half have the same end of the attitude continuum corresponding to the
right or lower part of the reaction alternatives. (...) These two kinds
of statements ought to be distributed throughout the attitude test in
a chance or haphazard manner." (Likert 1932, 46)
This rule, aiming at avoiding order eects and similar distortion, is rather
straightforward and requires no further comment.
 \If multiple choice statements are used, the dierent alternatives should
involve only a single attitude variable and not several." (p. 91)
This means, that multiple choice statements of this type are excluded:
The use of AAVE should be:
(a) tolerated at schools
(b) encouraged in literature
(c) be punished by ne
(d) reprimanded
In an example like this, dierent aspects are mixed. This item should be
split into two new items, e.g.:
The use of AAVE is acceptable in the following situations:
(a) all situations
(b) most situations
(c) most informal situations
(d) a few informal situations
(e) never
and:
The use of AAVE should be:
(a) accepted
(b) reprimanded by words
(c) reprimanded by words and punished by ne
In many cases it might be easier to avoid multiple-choice formats altogether.
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2.3.2.3.1.2 Sigma method Both the Sigma method and the Simpler
method use the same types of items and item presentations { they dier
merely in their scoring procedures.
The Sigma method is the more complex among the two scoring methods. It is
based on the observation, \that a great number of the ve-point-statements
(...) yielded a distribution resembling a normal distribution" (Likert 1932,
21). Assuming that items form normal distributions, you can calculate sigma
values for each of the answer options. The dened zero point lies at the mean;
negative and positive sigma values exist. The theoretical maximum for sigma
values is +3 and -3. Likert also suggests, as an alternative, placing the zero
point at sigma = -3 in order to avoid using negative values. Then the ex-
trema would lie at 0 and +6 (cf. Likert 1932, 22). The dierent scores across
items would be combined using a median or a mean (Likert 1932, 24).
Reliability tests of one instrument derived by this method gave satisfactory
results.
This method is not unproblematic, though. The basic assumption, that of
a normal distribution, is one weak point (one that Likert shares with Thur-
stone). While many attitude objects may create attitudes in a population in
the form of a normal distribution, this may not be the case for highly con-
troversial, i.e. polarizing, topics. Furthermore, it is problematic to compare
dierent groups (or one group over time) using this method, since another
mean will automatically bring with it a dierent scoring.
2.3.2.3.1.3 Simpler method While the Sigma method already consti-
tutes a simplication of Thurstone's method, the Simpler method constitutes
as simplication of the Sigma method:
The simpler technique involved the assigning of values of from
<sic> 1 to 5 to each of the ve dierent positions on the ve-point
statements. The ONE end was always assigned to the negative
end of the sigma scale, and the FIVE end to the positive end of
the sigma scale. (...)
After assigning in this manner the numerical values to the pos-
sible responses, the score for each individual was determined by
nding the average of the numerical values of the positions that
he checked. Actually, since the number of statements was the
same for all individuals, the sum of the numerical score rather
than the mean was used. (Likert 1932, 25f)
I refer to this method of assigning number values to the dierent reply op-
tions as \standard scoring".
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Likert compared the results of the Simpler method with those of the Sigma
method for two dierent scales and found high correlations (cf. Likert 1932,
26). If both methods arrive at the same results, the Simpler method can
be considered advantageous because of the reduced eort needed for its con-
struction.
2.3.2.3.1.4 Summary Likert summarizes the advantages of his method
the following way:
rst, the method does away with the use of raters or judges and
the errors arising therefrom; second, it is less laborious to con-
struct an attitude scale by this method; and third, the method
yields the same reliabilty with fewer items. (Likert 1932, 42)28
I do not consider it to be unproblemtatic, though. Unlike in other methods,
in Likert scaling \each statement becomes a scale in itself and a person's
reaction to each statement is given a score. These scores are then combined
using a median or mean." (Likert 1932, 24). This method can only work
if the `neutral' option for each single items lies at approximately the same
point in the attitude continuum, and the \(dis-)agreement" options have
comparable distances from the `neutral' option. If you have two items of
this type: \The government should encourage education." and \Education
should be available for those who want it." the neutral points might lie near
each other. If the items used are: \Writing a factual text about illegal drugs
should be punishable by capital punishment." and \It should not be made
too easy to get access to illegal drugs." it is obvious that the neutral points
inhabit entirely dierent spots on the attitude continuum. This example is
of course overly extreme, but the same eect takes place in more moderately
chosen items. Item selection has to be conducted very carefully to avoid any
major distortion, and the choice of potential items is thus very much limited.
The advantages and disadvantages of Likert-scales will be discussed in more
detail in section 2.3.3.
2.3.2.3.2 Osgood: Semantic dierential Charles E. Osgood, together
with George J. Suci and Percy H. Tannenbaum, developed a method of mea-
suring connotative dimensions of concepts in a way that enables direct inter-
cultural comparison (Eagly and Chaiken 1993, 56; see for example Osgood
et al. 1975). The rst step in developing a semantic dierential consists of
28In this passage, Likert refers to the Sigma method, but his arguments apply to the
Simpler method as well.
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presenting the concept29 to a number of subjects in order to elicit adjectives
that describe this concept. Osgood often worked with long lists of concepts,
eliciting only a single adjective per person per concept (cf. Osgood 1965,
111). From the resulting list of adjectives a rst selection is derived using
the following criteria:
 total frequency of usage
 diversity of usage across dierent concepts (if a scale for dierent con-
cepts and not only one single concept is to be created)
 independence of usage with respect to each other30(Osgood 1965, 111)
Opposites are elicited from subjects (Osgood does not mention whether the
same or a new group of subjects is to be used for this step) for those ad-
jectives that survive this process. Those adjectives for which no appropriate
opposites can be found are discarded (cf. Osgood 1965, 111). The other
adjective pairs are then turned into scales, on which subjects can position
themselves: rough : : : : : : smooth (cf. Osgood et al. 1957,
81). A person would tick the eld on the very left to indicate that he/she
considered the attitude object to be very rough, the second eld on the left
if he/she considered to be quiet rough, etc. Each person would be presented
with a number of such scales for each attitude object of interest.
In Osgood 1965, Osgood describes the development of an instrument con-
sisting of 50 adjective pairs. The semantic dierential scales used to assess
attitudes are generally much shorter. According to Eagly and Chaiken 1993,
Heise (1970) has demonstrated that scales with 4-5 pairs should be su-
ciently reliable (cf. Eagly and Chaiken 1993, 56). The two Osgood scales
reviewed in this thesis use 20 respectively 15 pairs31.
Strictly speaking, the instrument developed by this method does not mea-
sure attitudes per se, but rather aective meaning, which does include, among
others, a measure for attitude. Osgood reports that, independent of what
concepts are featured and what language or culture a study is conducted in,
factor analysis yields at least three major factors, usually labeled \evaluative
29Osgood does not employ the term `attitude object' since he is not, in the rst line,
interested in measuring attitudes. He suggests, instead, the usage of `object of aect' (cf.
Osgood et al. 1975, 65).
30This point is not described in detail, but I assume what is meant is that if several
adjectives with very closely related meanings appear in this list, all but one are to be
excluded.
31Cecil 1988 presents a three-item questionnaire, but I will argue in section 3.1.2 that
this questionnaire does not constitute an Osgood scale.
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factor" (or E factor), \potency factor" and \activity factor" (cf. e.g. Osgood
1965, 110). The E factor is the one representing the measure of attitude:
Despite the plethora of denitions of \attitude," there seems to
be a general consensus that (a) it is learned and implicit, (b) it
may be evoked by either perceptual or linguistic signs, (c) it is a
predisposition to respond evaluatively to such signs, and (d) this
predisposition may rate anywhere along a scale from \extremely
favorable" to \extremely unfavorable." Without a single excep-
tion, the rst indigenous factor in our analyses turns out to be
Evaluation - and, being both bipolar and graded in intensity in
both directions from a neutral point, our E meets the criteria for
a measure of \attitude" expressed above. Although the factor it-
self is presumably innate and universal, what things in the human
environment acquire + or { values on E is a function (in repre-
sentational mediation theory) of learning the meanings of signs
and hence is highly susceptible to cultural inuences. We there-
fore dene \attitude" as the projection of a concept onto the E
factor, indigenous or pancultural as the case might be. (Osgood
et al. 1975, 237)
In the two studies reviewed in this paper that employ Osgood's technique,
this distinction between semantic dierential and E factor is not upheld. In-
stead, the semantic dierential as a whole is treated as the measurement of
attitudes (cf. Section 3.1.1).
One great advantage of the semantic dierential is the supposed transferabil-
ity of one scale to a multitude of attitude objects/object of aect, so that a
direct comparison between the attitudes/aects toward e.g. `love' and `win-
ter', or `AAVE' and `success' could be drawn. The two `true' Osgood scales
applied to the measurement of teachers' attitudes to AAVE reviewed here (cf.
Section 3.1.1) have been designed specically for this topic and target group,
and are adapted so well to the specic eld of language attitudes/language
as object of aect, that they cannot be used outside this scope and therefore
do not allow comparison with most other attitude objects/objects of aect
or across dierent populations.
Within attitude measurement, it is popular to combine Osgood scales with
the technique of matched guise. It is important to note, though, that these
techniques do not have to be used in combination. Osgood himself preferred
presenting mere labels for rating, rather than, for example, language samples
or objects.
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An open problem regarding the evaluation of Osgood scales are their scale
level:
[...] its representational measurement properties are essentially
unknown. Consequently, it is dicult to know what level of mea-
surement is obtained or what properties the obtained attitude
scores have. (Eagly and Chaiken 1993, 57)
2.3.2.4 Attitude measures linked to specic indicator classes
The following methods specialize in only one of three classes of evaluative
responding: cognitive, aective or behavioral/conative responding. While
most `traditional' measurement techniques can be adapted for use with any of
these three classes, these techniques are strictly limited to one class (cf. Eagly
and Chaiken 1993, 57). Even though language attitude research usually
employs the more `traditional' techniques, some of the following might prove
fruitful additions to more customary measurement techniques, e.g. for the
purpose of cross-validation.
2.3.2.4.1 Using cognitive indicators If attitudes do inuence the way
we think, the distortions in cognitive processing caused by attitudes might be
used as indicators for the presence of positive or negative attitudes. Several
methods that utilize this principle have been developed. The most relevant
ones are:
 Hammond: Error-choice method. Subjects are asked to answer
questions by choosing one of two answer options. Both answers are
incorrect, but distorted in dierent directions. Individuals are assumed
to pick that option which is distorted in accordance to the attitude of
the subject.
Example: \The average weekly wage of the war worker in 1945 was:
a. $37 b. $57", the correct answer being $47, the question being pre-
sented to businessmen and labor union workers, used as an indicator
for attitudes toward labor and management (cf. Eagly and Chaiken
1993, 58).
 Thistlethwaite: Distortions in logical reasoning. Subjects were
asked to judge the logical correctness of conclusions. Both neutral and
emotional statements were used. A high number of judgment errors,
i.e. illogical conclusions being judged to be logical, in one specic type
of statements is considered to be indicative of an attitude reected by
those statements (cf. Eagly and Chaiken 1993, 58).
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 Cook: Judgment of the plausibility of arguments. Subjects are
asked to rate the eectiveness of arguments. Those arguments that
reect the subjects' attitudes are rated as more eective than those
that do not (cf. Eagly and Chaiken 1993, 58f).
 Sherif & Sherif: Contrast eect. When subjects are asked to sort
statements according to favorableness, they usually judge an item to
be more unfavorable if it is contrary to their own attitudes. This ef-
fect is not only interesting for use as measurement of attitudes, it is
also relevant in the context of Thurstone scaling (potentially distort-
ing judges' rating behavior)(cf. Eagly and Chaiken 1993, 59, see also
Section 2.3.3).
 Learning and retention of arguments
{ Greenwald (amongst others): Thought-listing. Individuals are
asked to list all their thoughts concerning an attitude object, e.g.
concerning positive and negative features of the object, how one's
values pertain to it, etc. In a second step, subjects judge the
degree of favorableness of the thoughts they have listed. This is
recommended as a measure of opinion, but may also serve as a
rough indicator for attitudes (cf. Greenwald 1968, 156).
{ Fishbein: Expectancy-value. An individual holds a number of
beliefs about an attitude object. Each of these beliefs has an eval-
uative aspect. Therefore, the attitude toward the attitude object
can be calculated when (a) the beliefs and (b) the evaluative as-
pects of those beliefs are known: \
PN
i=1Biai, where Bi = belief
`i' about the object, ai = the evaluative aspect of Bi, and N =
the number of beliefs" (Fishbein 1963, 233). The beliefs associ-
ated with an attitude object are collected by presenting subjects
with the word representing that attitude object and asking for
characteristics of this attitude object (cf. Fishbein 1963, 234f).
Fishbein suggests using the semantic dierential to determine the
evaluative aspects of these beliefs (cf. Fishbein 1963, 235f).
Cognitive indicators can be employed in situations in which more direct ap-
proaches would yield no correct estimations of attitudes because, for example,
the topic is considered taboo, or legal constraints make it dicult to elicit
honest answers. It might be fruitful to combine these measurements with
one of the more `traditional' approaches in contexts where a high eect of
social desirability is to be expected and it is desired to estimate the distortion
between `true' attitudes and expressed attitudes of a specic group.
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2.3.2.4.2 Using aective indicators Since attitudes can trigger aec-
tive reactions, and aective reactions can be measured physiologically, such
methods as assessing galvanic skin response, pupillary response or facial elec-
tromyographic activity can hint at underlying attitudes.
Galvanic skin response measures skin resistance, which is related to the
amount of sweat produced. The more a person perspires, the lower his or her
skin resistance is. Since perspiration can be used as an indicator of emotional
reaction, the changes in galvanic skin response may indicate that an emo-
tional reaction has taken place. Unfortunately, only the intensity and not
the direction of an emotional reaction can be assessed. Therefore, a person
showing strong galvanic skin response after being presented with a snake can
dislike and fear snakes { or be a breeder of snakes who is pleased at seeing a
rare and beautiful snake (cf. Eagly and Chaiken 1993, 60f).
Another problem, also shared by measurements via pupillary response, is the
orienting reex: Even in emotionally neutral situations, subjects will show
responses of sweat glands and pupils when presented with surprising or un-
expected stimulus, etc. (cf. Eagly and Chaiken 1993, 61). This needs to
be taken into consideration when analyzing the data derived through this
method.
Dierent `intensities' of stimulus presentation have been experimented with.
Subjects have been touched by members of dierent ethnicities, have inter-
acted with members of dierent ethnicities, have been presented with images
showing interactions between members of dierent ethnicities or with verbal
labels for these groups. An eect was observed in all of these cases (cf. Eagly
and Chaiken 1993, 61). It might therefore be possible to apply this technique
to the study of language attitudes.
Unlike galvanic skin response, pupillary response is bidirectional - pupils can
constrict and dilate. Generally speaking, pupil dilation is associated with
positive aective responses and pupil constriction with negative aective re-
sponses. There are exceptions, though, which make the interpretation of
results more complex. For example, pupil dilation can be observed at the
initial presentation of negative stimuli, only turning into constriction on repe-
tition of the stimulus. The orienting reex, of course, also applies to pupillary
response (cf. Eagly and Chaiken 1993, 61, Goldwater 1972).
Goldwater 1972 (343f) recommends that pupillary response not be used in
combination with visual material, since physical characteristics of visual stim-
ulus can inuence pupillary response as well. This would not pose a problem
in measuring attitudes toward languages and language varieties.
Measuring facial electromyographic activity means registering activities in
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those muscles that are responsible for facial expression. A person experi-
encing a happy aective reaction might not necessarily smile, but will show
some degree of activity in the muscles needed for smiling. Positive aective
reactions cause reactions in the zygomatic muscles (smiling movement) and
negative aective reactions cause reactions in the corrugator muscles (frown-
ing movement) (cf. Eagly and Chaiken 1993, 62).
To my knowledge, none of these three techniques has ever been applied to
the measurement of language attitudes. They might be interesting as an
addition to a more conventional assessment of attitudes, e.g. for checking
validity, especially in such contexts where the probability of receiving only
socially desirable replies is extremely high. If the attitude questionnaire of
a person indicates a neutral position but galvanic skin response, pupillary
response or facial electromyographic activity show extreme reactions, then
the attitude questionnaire will probably not reect this person's attitudes.
The disadvantage of these techniques is obvious. They all depend on some
form of technology to record galvanic skin response, pupillary response and
electromygraphic activity, and on at least basic medical knowledge to inter-
pret these responses correctly.
2.3.2.4.2.1 Self-Report of aect Subjects can also be asked to describe
their emotional reaction toward an attitude object. Self-report of aect is
rather untypical compared to other measurement techniques linked with spe-
cic indicator classes since it can be combined easily with many conventional
scaling techniques (e.g. Thurstone, Likert, Guttman, Osgood (cf. Eagly and
Chaiken 1993, 62)).
While self-report of aect does not require the amount of technical equip-
ment the other measurements specialized on aective responses need, which
is a clear advantage, it also shares the disadvantages of all self-report mea-
surements: the possibility of conscious and unconscious distortions by the
subject (cf. Eagly and Chaiken 1993, 63).
2.3.2.4.3 Using behavioral indicators Usually, it is not behavior itself
that is used as a basis for attitude measurement, but verbally expressed
intentions to act in a certain way. These declarations of intended behavior
are often part of traditional scaling techniques, e.g. Likert-scaling.
Instead of asking for intended behavior, self-report and/or other forms of
assessment of actual behavior are also possible. Tittle and Hill did just that,
using actual participation in student political activities and student elections
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as indicators for attitudes (cf. Eagly and Chaiken 1993, 64)32:
First, the voting behavior of each subject was determined by in-
specting student-voting records in an election held one week prior
to the administration of the questionnaire. Second, the respon-
dent's report of his voting behavior for the previous four elections
was taken as a behavioral indicator. (Tittle and Hill 1967, 206f)
Further data used:
(...) frequency of participation in meetings of a student assem-
bly, frequency with which the individual had written to or talked
with a student representative concerning an issue, (...) frequency
of engagement in campaign activities of a particular candidate,
frequency of reading the platforms of candidates for student po-
litical oce, and frequency of discussion of student political issues
in talking with friends. (...) (f)[F]requency of personal oce seek-
ing and response to an item indicating whether the respondent
had ever written a letter of protest to the student newspaper.
(Tittle and Hill 1967, 207)
Some of these criteria were used `as they were' (\vote in last election", \vote
over time"), some were used to create adapted versions of traditional scales:
Guttman scalogram, \Likert fashion", and an \adaptation of the standard
Woodward-Roper index of political participation" (cf. Tittle and Hill 1967,
206f).
A major problem with techniques of this type is that by asking for past
behavior you can only measure past attitudes, not present ones. It is not
always possible to use actions that took place only one week in the past, as
Tittle and Hill did. Behavior elicited under controlled conditions (laboratory
setting) might help assessing present attitudes, but will normally yield only
one or two observed behaviors, which might not be enough to reliably deduce
underlying attitudes. Furthermore, experimental settings tend to be rather
articial and might elicit dierent behavior than `real life' situations. There-
fore, such techniques are best suited for attitudes that inuence frequently
occuring behaviors.
It needs to be kept in mind when interpreting results of such studies that
the relationship between attitudes and behavior is not as systematic as his-
torically believed. A lack of certain behaviors does not necessarily mean a
32Strictly speaking, Tittle and Hill 1967 did not intend to create/apply a new method
of attitude measurement, but to assess common forms of measurement (Likert, Osgood
and Guttman scaling).
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negative attitude toward some attitude object (cf. Eagly and Chaiken 1993,
157f).
Marilyn S. Rosenthal (cf. Rosenthal 1974) used a variant of this technique
in order to measure language attitudes of children aged 3-5. Children were
introduced to two \magic boxes", decorated card board boxes containing a
tape recorder, one of which `spoke' SAE and the other one `spoke' AAVE.
Children were not only asked to characterize the two boxes, but also given
opportunity to act: They could choose from which of the `magic boxes' they
wanted to receive a gift, and to which of them they wanted to give a gift
themselves (cf. Rosenthal 1974, 57). Due to the extremely young age of
the subjects, more traditional forms of attitude measurement would not have
been feasible.
2.3.2.4.3.1 Content analysis In the case of content analysis, behavior
is not elicited through an experiment. Instead, evidence of past behavior
manifest in texts such as newspaper articles, movies, political manifestos,
soap operas, etc. (e.g. choice of terminology, expressed beliefs concerning
AAVE, desired behavior as manifested in bills) is analyzed33.
The major problem in the application of content analysis on the measure-
ment of attitudes is the question: Whose attitudes do we measure by this
technique? The attitudes of the authors/actors/directors/producers/editors
involved in the production of the text? But an author might `cater to his/her
audiences tastes' instead of expressing his/her own attitudes.34 The attitudes
of society? Or of the target audience? This is a problem not easily solved.
Content analysis can be a helpful tool when publicly expressed attitudes in
past periods are to be measured and compared with the state of publicly
expressed attitudes today; for example, attitudes toward AAVE before and
after the Oakland controversy. It can also be used to learn more about the
structure of beliefs held by a person or group.
33It could also be argued that content analysis does not use behavioral indicators (the
act of writing a book or directing a lm constituting behavior) but cognitive indicators
(the opinions stated directly or indirectly in the text constituting expressions of beliefs).
34This problem is similar to that traditional methods experience with the eect of social
desirability, but its eects are probably much larger.
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2.3.3 The shortlist: Likert, Osgood and Thurstone scal-
ing
Several of the measurement techniques discussed deserve to be considered for
this study. Osgood scaling and Likert scaling are the most frequently used
techniques in research on teachers' attitudes toward AAVE and therefore en-
titled to extra attention. Thurstone scaling has not been previously applied
to the problem at hand, but merits being considered due to its high scale
level.35 Other techniques, of course, also have their specic advantages, but
will not be taken into further consideration here.
The `unique selling proposition' of Osgood's semantic dierential is the option
to develop a (nearly) culture-independent measurement instrument. Items
that are used for developing Likert or Thurstone scales are always extremely
culture-dependent. They can be used for the population of one country for
a period of a few years, maybe a few decades, or only for a part of the
population of one country, e.g. only for teachers. Comparing attitudes cross-
culturally using a Likert- or Thurstone-scale is an experiment prone to fail.
Unfortunately, this advantage also has a major disadvantage: Osgood scales
are dicult to interpret. They might tell us that for American teachers,
AAVE is more sour than SAE, or warmer than SAE. Only through factor
analysis does this data get interpretable, e.g. if it yields an evaluative factor
and a person responds dierently for AAVE than for SAE on items that load
high on this evaluative factor. An additional problem is the scale level of the
data gathered by Osgood scaling, which is uncertain.
Since in a study on an attitude object like AAVE (an attitude object that
is of little relevance in countries outside the United States36) cross-cultural
applicability is of little relevance, this `unique selling proposition' has little
attractiveness for this study, and therefore (for this specic study) the disad-
vantages of Osgood scaling weigh heavier than its advantages. This option
is therefore discarded.
Likert scaling, developed as a simplication of Thurstone scaling, is relatively
fast to develop and unproblematic to use. However, it is of a comparably
35Steven's magnitude estimation reaches a comparable scale level (possible ratio, cer-
tainly interval). There has been so little experience with the application of magnitude
estimation, though, that it was deemed inappropriate for this study.
36It might be of interest to compare attitudes of teachers from dierent countries toward
local basilectal varieties, i.e. toward dierent but related attitude objects, such as AAVE
in the USA and British Black English in the UK, for example. There has also been some
research on attitudes toward AAVE in countries such as Japan (cf. Cargile et al. 2006,
who used attitudes toward AAVE as an indirect indicator of attitudes toward African
Americans, or McKenzie 2008, who considered attitudes of Japanese students toward
dierent varieties of English for purposes of improving TESOL).
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low scale level, ordinal scale level, though. A higher scale level (interval) is
possible when the Sigma method is used, but then the main advantage of
Likert scaling { its comparable ease in scale construction { is, for the most
part, lost.
Item choice is extremely dicult for Likert scales, too. When choosing items
for a Likert scale, the neutral points of all items have to lie at approximately
the same point, and the light/strong (dis)agreement points must have at
least roughly comparable distances from the neutral point. Otherwise, it is
not possible to generalize over items and to calculate any form of attitude
score.37
Thurstone scaling, on the other hand, is time consuming, but has a reward-
ingly high scale level (interval, possibly { with modications { ratio) and
avoids the `similar-neutral-point-similar-distances' problem38. For a study
that aims at calculating, for example, correlations, a high scale level is a ma-
jor advantage in itself, and clearly balances out the disadvantage of laborious
scale construction. Some types of Thurstone scaling are liable to distortions
through the anchor eect. This can be avoided by employing only Thur-
stone's method of paired comparisons.
Therefore, I have chosen Thurstone scaling (and, among Thurstone scaling,
the method of paired comparisons) as the methodical backbone of this study.
A simplied form of Likert scaling, on the other hand, while not being em-
ployed within the main study, was used in a side study where analysis could
be conducted in a way that avoided the potential pitfalls of Likert scales.
37Of course, items can also be treated individually. Even if their neutral points and
distances between extreme points are very dierent, each individual item will still be
informative in so far as it allows judgement as to whether person A's attitude is more or
less positive than person B's attitude.
38For a comparison of Likert and Thurstone scales, see Figure 2.3.
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Figure 2.3: Likert vs. Thurstone items
Chapter 3
Review of literature
In this chapter I will discuss instruments developed and studies conducted
that center around teachers' attitudes toward AAVE. A plethora of studies
has been conducted on attitudes toward AAVE in general, the discussion of
which lies outside the scope of this thesis. Studies on individuals undergoing
teacher training were included in this list. Table 3.1 gives details on the sam-
ples covered by each of these studies. In several cases studies used elements
Study Decade Region Pre-service/ in-
service teachers
schooltype N
Williams:
Chicago study
70s inner-city
Chicago
in-service teach-
ers
elementary school 33
Williams: Texas
study
70s Central Texas
area
in-service teach-
ers
elementary school 175
Cecil 80s rural Central Illi-
nois
in-service teach-
ers
elementary school 52
Di Giulio 70s New York? in-service teach-
ers?
elementary
school?
15?
Taylor 70s U.S. in-service teach-
ers
all schooltypes 422
Covington 70s inner-city Pitts-
burgh
in-service teach-
ers and (partly
inexperienced)
assistant teachers
elementary school
(individualized
educational
programs)
8
Ford 70s U.S. pre-service teach-
ers
- 472
Bowie 90s unspecied urban
region
pre-service teach-
ers
- 75
Hoover: Likert - - - - -
Blake 00s New York in-service teach-
ers
high school 88
Abdul-Hakim 00s Florida pre-service teach-
ers
- 153
Hoover: other
methods
- - - - -
Woodwort &
Salzer
70s New York in-service teach-
ers
elementray school 119
Table 3.1: Summary: samples
of Osgood- or Likert-scaling, but were not, in the stricter sense, Osgood- or
Likert-scales. Those pseudo-Osgood or -Likert-studies are treated together
with their `stricter' `relatives', even if they borrowed hardly more than the
name from these methods.
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I will begin with studies using a semantic dierential, then discuss those us-
ing Likert's technique, and end with a discussion of those studies that used
none of the above, nor claimed to have done so.
3.1 Osgood and pseudo-Osgood studies
In this section I will discuss all studies on teacher attitudes toward AAVE
using Osgood-scaling, i.e. the semantic dierential.
3.1.1 Williams
In the 1970s, Frederick Williams conducted two major studies on language
attitudes: the Chicago and the Texas study. In both studies, teachers
were presented with an Osgood-style questionnaire. In the Chicago study,
audio records of African American and European American children were
used as stimulus; in the Texas study video material was used and attitudes
toward Mexican American children were also in the focus of attention. A
separate scale was developed for each study, resulting in two distinct but
similar questionnaires (cf. Williams et al. 1976, 9f).
3.1.1.1 The Chicago study
The Chicago study measured reactions to audio recordings of African Amer-
ican and European American elementary school children.
3.1.1.1.1 The subjects \33 primary school teachers, all from schools in
inner-city Chicago, who were attending a summer institute in speech and
language" (Williams et al. 1976, 26) served as subjects. This choice is
slightly problematic since the participation in this summer institute might
have inuenced the rating behavior of the subjects, especially since rating
took place during a period of four days (cf. Williams et al. 1976, 26) and
on each day the subjects might have gained new knowledge. Additionally,
subjects were not informed that the exercise they were participating in had
the nature of an experiment (cf. Williams et al. 1976, 28)1. This might raise
the question whether subjects explicitly agreed to their data being used for
research purposes.
Three subjects were male, 30 were female; 12 were African American, 21
were European American (cf. Williams et al. 1976, 26).
1\The teachers were told that the listening sessions were a part of the institute's pro-
gram" (Williams et al. 1976, 28)
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3.1.1.1.2 The audio samples Audio samples were taken from a selec-
tion of sound tapes used in an earlier study (\Detroit study"). They con-
tained recordings of African American and European American children of
dierent socioeconomic backgrounds. The children attended fth- and sixth
grade at the time of taping (Williams et al. 1976, 25).
Only a part of the original recordings were used. Ten African American and
ten European American children with similar socioeconomic backgrounds
were matched. Half the sample consisted of male, the other half of female
speakers. Each language sample consisted of an interview, performed at
the children's homes, on the topic of games and TV. The average length of
recordings was 250 words (Williams et al. 1976, 24f).
Data on the linguistic features of each of these recordings existed from earlier
studies (cf. Williams et al. 1976, 28). Assessments of language variety spo-
ken were also available (cf. Williams et al. 1976, 25). This is relevant since
the assumption that African American children automatically speak AAVE
(and European American children automatically do not) might lead, if it is
incorrect, to considerable distortions.
3.1.1.1.3 The questionnaire Samples of the tapes were played to sub-
jects to elicit descriptions, from which, after some amount of editing, proto-
type scales were developed (Williams et al. 1976, 6f & 26). No pretesting of
these prototype scales is mentioned. These are the opposition pairs used in
the Chicago-study:
 WORD USAGES ARE: consistently incorrect { consistently correct
 THE CHILD IS: highly uent { highly disuent
 THE CHILD SOUNDS: male-like { female-like
 THE MEANING OF THE MESSAGE IS: very unclear { very clear
 PRONUNCIATION IS: nonstandard { standard
 SENTENCES ARE: complex-elaborated { simple-unelaborated
 THE CHILD USES LANGUAGE: eectively { ineectively
 THE CHILD'S FAMILY IS PROBABLY: low social status { high social
status
 THE AGE OF THE CHILD IS: seven, eight, nine, ten, eleven, twelve,
thirteen, fourteen
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 THE CHILD'S SPEECH INDICATES: a poor education background
{ a good one
 VOCABULARY IS: sophisticated { unsophisticated
 THE MESSAGE PERSPECTIVE IS: seldom tied to speaker { solely
tied to him
 THE OVERALL MESSAGE IS: disorganized { organized
 SENTENCES ARE: fragmentary { complete
 THE CHILD SOUNDS CULTURALLY: disadvantaged { advantaged
 THE MESSAGE IS: rich in detail { sparse in detail
 THE CHILD SOUNDS: condent { unsure
 THE LANGUAGE SHOWS A: standard American style - marked eth-
nic style
 PRONUNCIATION IS: unclear-indistinct { clear-distinct
 THE GRAMMAR IS: quite bad { quite good
In the actual test booklets, dierent permutations of these items were used
in the attempt to avoid order eects (cf. Williams et al. 1976, 26).
Williams deviates in his choice of opposition pairs from standard Osgood
scaling. Most importantly, he does not use merely opposition pairs, but
opposition pairs completing a sentence. This is highly untypical of Osgood-
scaling. Additionally, in most cases, the opposition pairs are not adjective
pairs: \a poor education background", \seldom tied to speaker". In some
cases these pairs could have easily been rephrased in adjectival form, e.g.
\rich in detail" as \detailed". In one pair, the intermediate steps have been
labeled individually, i.e. not \young" - \old", but \seven" - \eight" - \nine"
- \ten" - \eleven" - \twelve" - \thirteen" - \fourteen".
In the traditional Osgood-approach, scales are developed to compare the se-
mantic dierential of dierent objects. Here, only the reactions of dierent
subjects to a class of very similar objects (i.e., dierent language varieties)
are to be measured. As a consequence of this approach the pairs used are
tailored to the attitude object, i.e. language centered, or, concerning pairs
such as \standard American style" { \marked ethnic style", even specic to
varieties of American English.
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The subjects were divided into ve subgroups. Each subgroup was presented
with four voice recordings on four consecutive days, so that each group lis-
tened to and evaluated a total of 16 recordings. Since every group was given
dierent tapes, this totals 80 dierent recordings, each evaluated by at least
six judges (cf. Williams et al. 1976, 26).
3.1.1.1.4 Results The questionnaires were scored by assigning a value
from one to seven to each item, the most `negative' extreme being scored as
seven2 (cf. Williams et al. 1976, 28). The raw data is neither presented nor
discussed.
3.1.1.1.4.1 The factors Factor analyses were conducted, one for the
data from African American teachers, the other for data from European
American ones. Data from both groups yielded four factors, two major and
two minor ones. The two minor ones were omitted from further analysis
and discussion (cf. Williams et al. 1976, 29). Factor I reected a dimen-
sion dubbed \condence-eagerness", Factor II \ethnicity-nonstandardness"
(cf. Williams et al. 1976, 31). The make-up of these two factors is not
identical across groups. For African American teachers, for example, Factor
I loaded higher on message detail, while for European American teachers
uency seems to be more important for Factor I (cf. Williams et al. 1976,
31).
In his report on the Texas study (in which similar factors were found),
Williams suggests the following interpretation of the factors:
(...) ratings of condence-eagerness seem to reect perception of
uency in a situation. Ratings of ethnicity-nonstandardness may
be a direct reection of the grammatical characteristics exhibited
in the child's language. (Williams et al. 1976, 68)
No \evaluation" factor as such was found.
Status-judgment Three items, items 8 (family status), 10 (educational
background) and 15 (culturally advantaged/disadvantaged), were consid-
ered to reect a social status judgment (they did not, though, yield a fac-
tor). Those ratings of the children's social status inuenced both factors,
ethnicity-nonstandardness and condence-eagerness. The relation between
2The process of determining an opposition pair's `orientation' (positive vs. negative
end) is not being discussed by Williams.
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status-judgment and the two factors was greater for the European American
than for the African American teacher group (cf. Williams et al. 1976, 31f).
Status-judgment and actual status were related: The mean ratings of the
high status group were higher than those of the lower status group. This did
not apply to all subgroups of children, though:
Statistically reliable judgment dierentiations of a child's actual
social status were found mainly in the case of Negro male and
female children rather thanWhite children. (Williams et al. 1976,
p. 39)
The data on male European American children showed a relationship, but
not a statistically signicant one, the data on female European American
children even contradicted this trend (cf. Williams et al. 1976, 38).
In short, then, it could be said that reliable status dierentiations
were made for Negro children, although by negative implication
the lack of further signicant interactions was evidence of the
generality of such dierentiations across the further parameters
of teacher race and speech topic. (Williams et al. 1976, 38)
Comparison linguistic data - evaluation Next, it was tested whether the
data concerning the actual linguistic characteristics of the language samples
had predictive power for the status-judgments and the two major factors:
[...] it was hypothesized that if individual speech characteristics
are cues to a person's social status, then a set of such cues in
quantied form should serve as salient predictor variables for the
prediction of the status-judgments in the present data. More-
over, if the present interpretations regarding the two-factor judg-
mental model were valid, then the predictor variables for status-
judgments should also relate in an interpretable fashion to the
dimensions of the model. (cf. Williams et al. 1976, 32f)
The 82 original language measures were reduced (using statistical opera-
tions) to 17 variables that possessed predictive power. As an 18th variable,
children's ethnicity was added (cf. Williams et al. 1976, 33):
 Production phenomena
1. Silent pauses
2. Filled pauses
 Amounts of production
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1. Juncture total (number of clause terminals per topic)
2. Word total (per topic)
 Syntactic elaboration
1. Frequency of clause fragments
2. Sentence length
3. Mean number of immediate constituent division in verb construc-
tions
 Functional characteristics
1. Reticence index (relative frequency of instances where the eld
worker's probes for elaboration were not followed by elaboration
in the child's response)
2. Introductory interjections (e.g. now, anyhow, well, oh)
 Nonstandard characteristics
1. Pronominal apposition
2. Variance (in contrast to SAE) in verb construction
3. Variance (in contrast to SAE) in [s] and [z] in word nal position
4. Variance (in contrast to SAE) in [D] and [þ] in medial and nal
position
5. Variance (in contrast to SAE) in [m] in medial and nal position
6. Variance (in contrast to SAE) in [n] in medial and nal position
7. Variance (in contrast to SAE) in [N] in word nal position
 Ethnicity (cf. Williams et al. 1976, 35)
All 18 variables had predictive power for status-judgment. In many cases,
they could also be identied with one of the two factors (cf. Williams et al.
1976, 35). These results were interpreted as support for the two-factor
judgmental model outlined before (cf. Williams et al. 1976, 37).
Eects of ethnicity It was mentioned before that a relationship between ac-
tual status and status-judgment was found only for African American (male)
children. Other relationships between children's and/or teachers' ethnicity
that were discovered by Williams et al. 1976 are the following:
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 \the child's race (...) did show a salient relation with status-judgments
in the White teachers' ratings but not in the data from the Negro teach-
ers. Although the child's race was related to the factor scores in the
Negro teachers' ratings, it was independent of their status-judgments"
(Williams et al. 1976, 37f).
 \ratings of a child's race were more of a central correlate of factor II
(ethnicity-nonstandardness) for White teachers than for Negro teach-
ers" (Williams et al. 1976, 39)
 \White teachers' ratings of race were more correlated with status-
judgments (-0.55) than were those of Negro teachers (-0.27). Even
the inuence of the child's actual race appeared greater in the White
teachers' ratings than in those of their Negro counterparts." (Williams
et al. 1976, 39)
Generally, the inuence of children's (true or perceived) ethnicity appeared
to have more inuence on the judgment behavior of European American than
on African American teachers:
These dierences could be seen in the distributions of children
as gained by dichotomizing the data on the status-judgment and
race scales. White teachers, for example, placed 17 of the 20
White children in the upper half of the status distribution, as
against only 12 White children so rated by the Negro teachers.
All White children, whether rated high or low in status, or by
Negro or White teachers, were rated as being White. As for
Negro children, nine (of 20) were located in the high category by
White teachers, but six of these children were also rated as being
White (all, accidentally, were from the original H.S [= high status,
addition mine] sample). Of the eight Negro children placed in
the high category by Negro teachers, only two were rated on the
White half of the race scale, and only barely so in terms of the
magnitude of the ratings. In short, the bias in the White teachers'
ratings might be summarized as: sounding White is equated with
high status. (Williams et al. 1976, 40)
Williams explains these dierences between African American and European
American teachers by dierences in the amount and type of contact with
the two varieties: African American teachers would be more likely to have
had outside-of-school contact with AAVE and to have learned to dierentiate
eectively within this variety along the lines of eectiveness and status (cf.
Williams et al. 1976, 41).
CHAPTER 3. REVIEW OF LITERATURE 64
3.1.1.1.5 Evaluation Major departures form standard Osgood-scaling
can be observed. The most relevant dierence to Osgood's methodology is
that Williams uses the complete scale as an indicator of attitude instead of
only the evaluative factor (which Williams does not nd in his factor anal-
ysis). He is, eectively, using a dierent denition for \attitude" than the
developer of this technique did - and than I do here.
Other departures from standard Osgood-scaling, e.g. dierent methods of
items choice and presentation, constitute only a minor variance.
3.1.1.2 The Texas study
The Texas study used an Osgood scale and video stimulus to study the atti-
tudes of Texan elementary school teachers toward the language of European
American, African American and Mexican American children.
3.1.1.2.1 The subjects The data of 175 in-service elementary school
teachers from the Central Texas area was used in this study. Around 60%
were from towns with less than 35,000 inhabitants, the remainder from larger
cities. They belonged to a total of 15 dierent schools. They were sorted into
ve groups based on their teaching experience: 0-4 years, 5-9 years, 10-19
years, 20-29 years and more than 30 years of experience. Each of these groups
consisted of 25 \Anglo" and 10 African American teachers (cf. Williams et al.
1976, 58).
The subjects did not know that they were participating in an experiment.
As in the Chicago study, the questionnaires were presented to them as part
of an in-service training program (cf. Williams et al. 1976, 59).
3.1.1.2.2 The video samples The video samples consisted of lmed
semi-guided interviews conducted by a European American, female, mid-
twenty interviewer in a comfortable atmosphere. The interviewees were 41
male fth- and sixth-grade children of European American, African Ameri-
can and Mexican American background. Part of the interviewees belonged
to a low status, the other part to a middle status socio-economic level, as de-
ned by neighborhood/school attended and fathers' occupation (cf. Williams
et al. 1976, 52f).
From these recordings, 24 clips of two minutes length each were extracted
(the recordings of 17 children were discarded at this step). These were as-
sembled into four sets of six clips each, each set containing one clip for each
combination of ethnicity and status (cf. Williams et al. 1976, 58).
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3.1.1.2.3 The questionnaire Again, stimulus material on video tapes
was played to the subjects in order to elicit descriptions, from which, af-
ter some editing, prototype scales were developed (Williams et al. 1976, 54
& 26). This time, pretesting is mentioned, but not discussed in detail (cf.
Williams et al. 1976, 54).
The questionnaires were administered in groups of around ten individuals at
the site of the subjects' schools, usually at the schools' library (cf. Williams
et al. 1976, 60). They were given a test booklet containing general expla-
nations, a sheet for demographic data, three sheets for eliciting reactions
toward certain labels, and six sheets for use with the video clips.
Before watching the video clips, they were presented with labels \represent-
ing children of a particular ethnic group"(cf. Williams et al. 1976, 60) and
\asked to provide evaluations of their average or anticipated experiences with
children of these groups" (cf. Williams et al. 1976, 60).
After that, subjects were shown one of the four sets of six video clips each and
asked to ll out a questionnaire sheet for each clip they saw. For each video
clip, the test booklet contained a separate sheet consisting of two parts:
The rst part was a seven-options \semantic dierential"3, containing the
following items (items marked by an asterisk are ller items):
 The child seems: unsure - condent
 The language of the child's home is probably: standard American -
marked ethnic style
 *The child seems: intelligent - unintelligent
 *The child probably spends: little - much time away from home
 *The child seems to be: sad - happy
 The child sounds: Anglo-like - non-Anglo like
 The child's home life is probably: like - unlike yours
 The child is: active - passive
 The child seems: reticent - eager to speak
 The child's family is is probably: low- high social status
 *The child is: determined - not determined in school
3This \semantic dierential" shows the same diversions from traditional semantic dif-
ferentials as that used in the Chicago-study (cf. 3.1.1.1.3).
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 The child seems: hesitant - enthusiastic
 The child seems culturally: disadvantaged - advantaged
 The child seems to: like - dislike talking
 *The child seems: non-competitive - competitive (cf. Williams et al.
1976, 59)
Additionally, in the second part of these sheets, teachers were asked to assign
the child to graded classes (remedial, below average, average, above average,
far above average) for the subjects grammar, physical education, social stud-
ies, mathematics, spelling, music, composition and reading (cf. Williams
et al. 1976, 59).
3.1.1.2.4 Results Most importantly, when submitted to factor analysis,
the Texas study yielded, just like the Chicago study, a two factor model along
the lines of (a) condence-eagerness and (b) ethnicity-nonstandardness (cf.
Williams et al. 1976, 60)4.
In the low status group, European American (`Anglo') children were per-
ceived as the most condent-eager, followed by Mexican Americans, African
Americans being perceived as the least condent-eager. This looked dier-
ent for the middle status group, where European American children led in
condence-eagerness, followed closely by African Americans. For this group,
Mexican Americans were perceived as the least condent-eager (cf. Williams
et al. 1976, 63).
Concerning the ethnicity-nonstandardness factor, trends are somehow clearer.
Here, European Americans always take the lead, appearing least ethnic-
nonstandard. For the low social status group, Mexican Americans are per-
ceived as more ethnic-nonstandard than European Americans, and African
Americans as most ethnic-nonstandard of all three groups. In the middle
status group, the ratings for Mexican and African American children are not
signicantly dierent from each other (cf. Williams et al. 1976, 65).
In all cases, the ethnic groups were rated as less ethnic-nonstandard and
more condent-eager when they belonged to the middle as opposed to the
low social status group.
Stereotyping The \evaluations of (...) average or anticipated experiences
with children of these groups" (cf. Williams et al. 1976, 60) that had been
elicited from the teachers were correlated with their judgments of individual
4Again, no raw data was presented or discussed.
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children. A \statistically signicant but negligible" (Williams et al. 1976,
65) correlation between condence-eagerness and expressed stereotypes could
be found for low-status children, but none for middle-status children. For
ethnicity-nonstandardness, on the other hand, both socio-economic groups
showed moderate correlations (cf. Williams et al. 1976, 65).
Teacher characteristics The teaching experience of subjects had no inu-
ence on their rating behavior (cf. Williams et al. 1976, 63), while teachers'
ethnicity had some inuence: \minority group children [were, addition mine]
being rated generally less ethnic-nonstandard by Black teachers than by An-
glo teachers" (Williams et al. 1976, 67).
Teacher expectancy The nine school subjects included contained in the
questionnaire were subsumed into three main categories, based upon in-
tercorrelations found in the data (cf. Williams et al. 1976, 66). These
three categories were (a) Language arts (grammar, spelling, composition,
reading), (b) Language arts-related (social studies and mathematics), and
(c) Non-language arts (music, arts, physical education) (cf. Williams et al.
1976, 66). For all subjects, the ratings on the Osgood scale had predictive
power for teacher expectancy, though this relationship was more profound for
those school subjects involving more language arts. Additionally, the more
language arts involved in a school subject, the larger the predictive power
of ethnicity-nonstandardness ratings as contrasted with condence-eagerness
ratings got.
3.1.1.2.5 Evaluation The strength and problems of the Texas study are
basically the same as those of the Chicago study. The correlation between
language ratings and teacher expectations for that student is interesting,
since it supports the Rosenthal hypothesis (cf. Section 1).
3.1.2 Cecil
Cecil 1988 is listed in this section because Nancy C. Cecil refers to her ques-
tionnaire as a \modied semantic dierential format" (Cecil 1988, 35). Even
though I am going to show that this study does not constitute an Osgood
study, I have subsumed it under the heading of Osgood studies for simplicity's
sake.
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3.1.2.1 The subjects
52 white teachers from rural Central Illinois served as subjects. They were
randomly assigned to one of two groups (cf. Cecil 1988, 35).
3.1.2.2 The audio samples
The second-grade teachers and principal of a Southeastern Missouri elemen-
tary school were given a three-hour training session on AAVE to ensure their
ability to correctly identify speakers of this variety (cf. Cecil 1988, 35). They
then identied 27 children (assumedly from within their school population)
that spoke AAVE. Five AAVE-speaking and ve SAE-speaking5 children
were then selected for taping (cf. Cecil 1988, 35). Eorts were made to
create two groups as homogeneous as possible:
From these two pools, two groups of ve children for each dialect
were selected who were as similar as possible with regard to age
and tested intelligence (all children in the study were in the \av-
erage" range on the Stanford-Binet, varying no more than eight
IQ points and varying no more than four months in age).
Each of the two groups was comprised of three girls and two boys
and all ten children were in the second-grade in a suburban ele-
mentary school in South-eastern Missouri. All were from similar
lower middle-class backgrounds. None had been retained. (Cecil
1988, 35)
Interviews centering around a stued animal were performed. The inter-
views were structured: All children received the same set of questions. Each
interview lasted around ve minutes (Cecil 1988, 35).
3.1.2.3 The questionnaire
Cecil describes her questionnaire as a \modied semantic dierential format"
(Cecil 1988, 35).
A total of three questions were asked:
 What do you think this child's chances are of successfully completing
second grade?
 What would you imagine to be the IQ of this child?
5The selection process for the SAE-speaking children is not being discussed. Probably
they were picked from the group of children not identied as speakers of AAVE.
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 How would you predict this child might perform in reading? (Cecil
1988, 36)
Teachers could respond on a scale from \1" (\Very Low") to \5" (\Very
High") (Cecil 1988, 36).
This questionnaire might be called \modied semantic dierential format" in-
sofar as the outer appearance slightly resembles that of a semantic dierential
(Osgood) questionnaire. It does not, however, share any other characteristics
of the semantic dierential. It does not use adjective pairs6, and the total
number of items is very low for an Osgood scale, but not prohibitively low
(cf. Eagly and Chaiken 1993, 56). The collection of items is not discussed,
nor does it seem that any of the pretesting customary for the development
of a semantic dierential was conducted.
This questionnaire does not, of course, constitute an Osgood-scale, but I
would also refrain from labeling it a pseudo-Osgood-scale, since the authors
borrowed so little from the semantic dierential that it is equally justied to
call it a pseudo-Osgood-scale as it would be to label it as a pseudo-Likert-
scale.
In each group subjects listened to the audio tapes and then lled out the
questionnaire (Cecil 1988, 35).
3.1.2.4 Results
A signicant result (simple t-test) was found for the following observations:
\teachers held higher overall expectations for the Black children who spoke
SE than for the group that spoke BE", \the teachers in the study thought
that the children who spoke SE were more intelligent than those who spoke
BE", and \the teachers surveyed expected greater reading success from the
children who spoke SE than from the BE speakers" (Cecil 1988, 36).
This study therefore conrms the frequently made assumption that teachers
hold lower expectations for those students that speak AAVE than for those
that speak SAE.
6Two items, though, could be changed in order to create a pseudo-Osgood-scale:
This child is:
unsuccessful - - - - - successful
unintelligent - - - - - intelligent
The third one would be dicult to adapt, since no adjective describing reading performance
is available.
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Questions Williams
(Ch)
Williams (T) Cecil
Number of adjective
pairs
20 opposition
pairs (no ad-
jective pairs)
15 opposition
pairs (no ad-
jective pairs)
not appli-
cable (three
questions)
Item selection process
according to Osgood?
yes yes no
Item choice/item
phrasing according to
Osgood?
no no no
Strictly speaking an
Osgood scale?
problematic problematic no
Table 3.2: Summary Osgood scales
3.1.2.5 Evaluation
Even though labeling the instrument used in this study as \modied semantic
dierential format" has been infelicitous, this should not make one discard the
data collected by it too easily. The danger that low expectations lower school
performance of students (Rosenthal eect) has been discussed frequently,
and is one of the main arguments for attitude change programs targeted at
teachers. This study is relevant in so far as it has brought forward additional
evidence for the assumption that speaking a basilectal variety such as AAVE
does indeed lower teachers' expectations.
3.1.3 Summary
Table 3.2 summarizes some of the most important points concerning the
scales used in the three studies discussed in this section.
3.2 Likert and pseudo-Likert studies
In this section I will review four Likert- and pseudo-Likert scales and the
studies they were used in: The questionnaires by Di Giulio, by Taylor, by
Hoover and by Blake. I will call something a Likert-scale that follows most of
Likert's rule for the construction of scales. A pseudo-Likert scale resembles
a Likert scale in its outer appearance, but does not share the methodological
premises of Likert-scaling. It could also be called a \Likert-type" scale (cf.
Eagly and Chaiken 1993, 86).
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3.2.1 Di Giulio
I will begin this section be reviewing Robert C. Di Giulio's work from the
1970s.
3.2.1.1 Subjects
Di Giulio stresses the exploratory nature of his questionnaire (cf. Di Giulio
1973, 25). While he discusses the development and pre-testing of his ques-
tionnaire in detail, we learn little if anything about the subjects the test
was applied to. The best guess is that the results presented by him spring
from the results of the last pre-testing, which was done using 15 elementary
school teachers \selected by simple random sampling" (Di Giulio 1973, 26),
presumably from New York.
3.2.1.2 The questionnaire
A pool of 100 items (cf. Di Giulio 1973, 26) was collected from \professional
literature in the areas of speech, linguistics, education, and other related dis-
ciplines" (Di Giulio 1973, 26), and from \a series of fty personal interviews
with New York City teachers and administrators" (Di Giulio 1973, 26). Di
Giulio assumes that attitudes change frequently and that opinion statements
(\statements of attitudes") depend on social milieu (cf. Di Giulio 1973, 26),
which of course implies that the best way of compiling opinion statements
for a pool of items is directly from members of the socioeconomic group that
is to be studied by the questionnaire and to do this `just in time'.
The items were subjected to eight rounds of revisions. They were, in the
customary Likert-format, presented to a group of teachers (no details con-
cerning this group are oered, possibly it consisted of the same teachers that
had been interviewed before), and these pre-test results were then used to
check for ambiguity (items in response to which many individuals selected \I
don't know"), ambivalence (extreme items that were rejected by almost every
subject, even if the subjects are in concord with the orientation (positive or
negative) of the item, merely for being too extreme7) and discrepancy (items
that \were not in correlation with the teacher-subject's total attitude, and,
7This is one of the major shortcomings of the Likert-scale: Likert-scaling only works
with items expressing moderate opinions. If you assume that \I think that AAVE is the
best language in the universe" is an indicator of a positive attitude, then any person
disagreeing with that statement would be, in the Likert-framework, considered to express
a negative attitude toward AAVE. In Thurstone scaling, such a person might be recognized
correctly as an individual holding positive, but not extremely positive, attitudes toward
AAVE.
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specically, were seen to be diametrically opposed to other related items"8
(Di Giulio 1973, 26).
An equal number of positively and negatively stated items (24 each) was
nally selected, plus ve `neutral' items (cf. Di Giulio 1973, 26). Why Di
Giulio included ve \items that reected neither a positive nor a negative at-
titude" (Di Giulio 1973, 26) is not quite clear. Ideal items for a Likert scale
are moderately positive or negative. Neutral items are not well suited for
scaling using the Likert technique. It is not possible to score neutral items as
you would score moderately positive or negative items. Disagreement with a
neutral item indicates a non-neutral attitude, but the actual orientation of
this attitude, positive or negative, cannot be deduced from it.
The selection was pre-tested once more, using 15 elementary school teachers.
The coecient of correlation between item score and total score of each sub-
ject was calculated for each item to determine the attitude-predicting ability
of the items. Items with low correlation were discarded in order to ensure
reliability (cf. Di Giulio 1973, 26). The nal version of the questionnaire
contained 23 of the original 100 items. The resulting questionnaire in its
entirety is not presented in Di Giulio's paper, nor does he oer a complete
list of the 23 items.
3.2.1.3 Findings
Even though Di Giulio suggests the standard scoring of replies using numbers
one to ve, he does not present his ndings in such a fashion, but rather gives
a qualitative summary of the results.
The results imply a basically negative attitude toward AAVE on the side of
the teachers studied: Teachers usually disagreed with the following (positive)
items:
 Teachers should encourage the use of Black English (by both teachers
and children) in the classroom.
 Black English is a logical predecessor to the use of Standard English in
the classroom.
And accepted the following statements:
 Black English should not be used in the schools either as a `starting
point' for Standard English, or as a co-language with Standard English.
8This poses a problem for attitudes possessing an ambivalent internal structure. Since
items that may function as indicators for ambivalent attitudes within a subject are ex-
cluded during scale creation, the resulting attitude measurements must give the appearance
of non-ambivalent attitudes (cf. sections 2.2.6 and 6.2).
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 The (spoken) use of BE in the classroom should be discouraged (by the
teacher).
 The (New York City) Board of Education should not set guidelines
with regard to BE.
 It is not important for a black child to be uent in Black English.
 Teachers should not be required to take in-service training in BE.
 `Suburban' (white) children should not be exposed to BE.
 `Urban' (black) children should speak as the majority speaks.
 Black children should `replace' their dialect with Standard English (cf.
Di Giulio 1973, 26 & 49)
They disagreed, though, with some `classic' statements concerning AAVE:
In an apparent contradiction of some recent research, teachers in
this study neither perceived nor characterized their black students
as being \non-verbal." They do not conclusively describe black
children as having \sloppy speech <sic>; nor do they feel black
children have \lazy lips and lazy tongues" as previously reported
under teacher attitudes. (Di Giulio 1973, 49)
Additional positively-oriented opinions shared by the teachers were:
1. Black English is not \slang".
2. Teachers should not prohibit a child's use of BE in the class-
room, but neither should it be \encouraged". Inherent in this ap-
parent contradiction is both the feeling that black children should
not be embarrassed by a correction and that their BE should be
replaced (discouraged) in a \gentle" way, with a seemingly \bet-
ter" form of language.
3. Although they agreed that BE should be discouraged, they
did not feel that \every eort" should be made to do so. Sim-
ilarly, they felt that \variations of Standard English" should be
\allowed" in school, but without supporting the use of AAVE in
schools. (Di Giulio 1973, 49)
To sum these ndings up: Teachers were found to have negative attitudes,
but did not endorse all negative statements included in the questionnaire.
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3.2.1.4 Evaluation
Di Giulio's \Teacher Attitude Scale" is labeled a \Likert-type scale" (Di
Giulio 1973, 25), but I would not hesitate to call it a Likert-scale. Items
were selected carefully, and pre-tested accordingly. The only problematic
decision made during scale construction was the inclusion of `neutral' items.
3.2.2 Studies employing the Language Attitude Scale
The Language Attitude Scale (LAS), originally developed by Orlando Taylor
during the 1970s, has been used by several researchers throughout the fol-
lowing decades.
3.2.2.1 Taylor
In this section, I will discuss the design of the LAS and the research conducted
with it by Orlando Taylor.
3.2.2.1.1 Subjects 422 teachers served as subjects. 80 subjects were
male, 342 female. They came from seven out of nine Federal Census districts9
(cf. 3.3). Taylor lists \North East" as a Census district. Usually, \Northeast"
is not considered a Census Division, but a Census Region, consisting of the
Census Divisions \New England" and \Middle Atlantic". Since the \Middle
Atlantic" Census Division is listed separately, I assume that here, \North
East" refers to the \New England" Census District (cf. U.S. Department
of Commerce Economics and Statistics Administration U.S. Census Bureau,
Geography Division nd).
The total sum of subjects according to region is 423 (not 422), so a typo
must have occurred at some point.
111 subjects were African American, 281 European American, and 17 Asian
American.
Besides region, sex and race, also teaching eld, years of teaching experience,
grade taught, the racial composition of the school the subjects worked at,
and the educational level of subjects' parents were recorded.
3.2.2.1.2 The questionnaire From an initial pool of 117 items (no de-
tails are oered concerning how these were compiled), the nal items were
9I refer to these as Census Divisions, following current usage at the U.S. Census Bureau.
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Region Number of Subjects
Urban Setting Rural Setting
Middle Atlantic 36 0
South Atlantic 46 37
East North Central 84 13
East South Central 30 0
West North Central 0 21
Pacic 150 0
North East 0 6
Total 346 77
Table 3.3: Subjects according to region
selected based on a pre-test with 186 teachers across the United States. Based
on assumptions on whether or not an item is to be evaluated as positive or
negative (standard scoring was applied here), 25% of teachers with the most
positive results were compared with those 25% of teachers with the most
negative results, using the t-test. This test is used to identify items with low
item sensitivity,10 which were then discarded (cf. Taylor 1973, 175). From
the resulting list of items, two sets of 25 items were selected for the two nal
forms. Items were chosen in order to cover four \content categories" that
will be discussed in more details under \ndings" (cf. 3.2.2.1.3).
Form 1:
1. Black English sounds as good as Standard English.
2. Black English is cool.
3. Black English is an inferior language system.
4. Black English is too imprecise to be an eective means of communica-
tion.
5. The encouragement of Black English would be benecial to our national
interests.
10An item with which everybody agrees, whether his/her other statements indicate an
overall positive or an overall negative attitude, does not help in dierentiating subjects
with positive from subjects with negative attitudes. This, of course, is only feasible if the
orientation (positive or negative) of the majority of items has been established correctly.
Additionally, the t-test is problematic when the attitudes measured are ambivalent. If
most items tested reect a positive attitude, those which reect a negative attitude may
be deleted for showing low item sensitivity.
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6. Societal acceptance of Black English is important for development of
self-esteem among black people.
7. When teachers reject the native language of a student, they do him
great harm.
8. If use of Black English were encouraged, speakers of Black English
would be more motivated to achieve academically.
9. It would be detrimental to our country's social welfare if use of Black
English became socially acceptable.
10. The continued use of a nonstandard dialect of English accomplishes
nothing worthwhile for an individual.
11. Allowing and accepting the use of nonstandard English in the classroom
will retard the academic progress of the class.
12. A decline in the use of nonstandard English dialects would have a
positive inuence on social unity.
13. There is much danger involved in accepting Black English.
14. Widespread acceptance of Black English is imperative.
15. A child should not be corrected by teachers for speaking his native
nonstandard dialect.
16. We should encourage the continued use of nonstandard English.
17. It is ridiculous to encourage children to speak Black English.
18. One of the goals of the American school system should be the stan-
dardization of the English language.
19. Teachers have a duty to insure that students do not speak nonstandard
dialects of English in the classroom.
20. Black English should be discouraged.
21. A black child's use of Black English thwarts his ability to learn. (Taylor
1973, 177f)
Form 2:
1. Black English is a clear, thoughtful, and expressive language.
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2. Nonstandard English is as eective for communication as is Standard
English.
3. Black English is a poorly structured system of language.
4. Complex concepts cannot be expressed easily through nonstandard di-
alects like Black English.
5. Black English should be encouraged because it is an important part of
black cultural identity.
6. Acceptance of Black English by teachers is vitally necessary for the
welfare of the country.
7. To reject Black English is to reject an important aspect of the self-
identity of black people.
8. Attempts to eliminate Black English in schools results <sic> in a sit-
uation which can be psychologically damaging to black children.
9. Continued usage of nonstandard dialects of English would accomplish
nothing worthwhile for society.
10. Allowing Black English to be spoken in schools will undermine the
school's reputation.
11. The scholastic level of a school will fall if teachers allow Black English
to be spoken.
12. The elimination of nonstandard dialects is necessary for social stability.
13. In a predominantly black school, Black English as well as Standard
English should be taught.
14. Nonstandard English should be accepted socially.
15. Teachers should allow black students to use Black English in the class-
room.
16. Teachers should avoid criticism of nonstandard dialects of English.
17. The sooner we eliminate Black English, the better.
18. The sooner we eliminate nonstandards dialects of English, the better.
19. The possible benets to be gained from approval of Black English do
not alter the fact that such approval would be basically wrong.
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20. A teacher should correct a student's use of Nonstandard English.
21. Children who speak only Black English lack certain basic concepts such
as plurality and negation. (Taylor 1973, 179f)
These are, of course, only 21 items each, eight items are missing. On page
181f., Taylor presents a \(R)[r]andomized presentation order for LAS [Lan-
guage Attitude Scale, addition mine], Form 1", which does contain a total of
25 items. Seven of its items are not contained in the previous lists of items:
item 2: \Black English is a misuse of Standard English", item 8: \Black
English must be accepted if pride is to develop among black people.", item
11: \Black English should be considered a bad inuence on American culture
and civilization.", item 12: \Black English sounds sloppy.", item 15: \Black
English has a faulty grammar system.", item 21: \Acceptance of nonstan-
dard dialects of English by teachers will lead to a lowering of standards in
school." and item 25: \One successful method for improving the learning
capacity of speakers of Black English would be to replace their dialect with
Standard English.". Possibly, the seven `new' items were added to the selec-
tion without pre-testing. Possibly, they were only accidentally left out from
the lists of t-test results. The other 18 items consist of a mixture of form 1
and form 2 items. It is not possible to actually reconstruct the scale used
from the information oered in the article.
The items seem to center around dierent attitude objects. Items such as
\Teachers should avoid criticism of nonstandard dialects of English" may
serve as a better indicator for attitudes toward nonstandard dialects in gen-
eral.
3.2.2.1.3 Findings Standard scoring was used. For analysis, the items
were collapsed into four \content categories". These content categories were
not derived from statistical analysis, but used as a basis for item choice.
Category 1: \Structure of Nonstandard and Black English"(Taylor 1973,
183), category 2: \Consequences of using and accepting Non-standard En-
glish"(Taylor 1973, 194), category 3: \Philosophies concerning use and accep-
tance of Nonstandard English"(Taylor 1973, 195) and category 4: \Cognitive
and intellectual abilities of speakers of Black English"(Taylor 1973, 196).
For an overview of ndings, see Table 3.4 (cf. Taylor 1973, 184).
Taylor summarizes these ndings:
[E](e)xcluding topics dealing with the structure of Nonstandard
and Black dialects, the majority of teachers throughout the coun-
try tend to reveal positive to neutral opinions. In the category
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answer option
Content category neg. mildly neg. neither mildly pos. pos.
1 20.7 18.3 20.5 17.9 22.3
2 13.3 12.1 17.5 24.6 32.5
3 16.7 17.6 17.9 20.5 24.8
4 13.0 17.3 17.8 21.8 30.2
Table 3.4: Percentage of negative, mildly negative, neutral, mildly positive
and positive options chosen
pertaining to structure, they are about evenly distributed. (Tay-
lor 1973, 197)
He interprets these results the following way:
[T](t)eachers' attitudes relating to various topics of Nonstandard
and Black English vary from topic to topic. Thus, teachers do
not appear to have a single, generic attitude toward dialects, but,
rather, diering attitudes depending upon the particular aspect
of dialect being discussed. (Taylor 1973, 197)
Since this scale is only of ordinal scale level, this conclusion is somewhat
problematic. Only if all items are comparably `extreme' (have same scale
distance, and, more importantly, the same zero point), can they be com-
pared this way. Strongly disagreeing with the positive oriented \I love AAVE
more than anything else in the world" and agreeing with the equally posi-
tive oriented \I quite like AAVE" does not imply that these two items are
independent of each other and \love of AAVE" and \liking AAVE" reect
two dierent attitudes. Only if item choice and pretesting have been done
extremely carefully can it be hoped that zero point and scale distances are
similar enough to make conclusions of this type safe.
Assuming that these methodological problems do not apply here, there are
two ways that this data can be analysed. First, as Taylor did, it can be
assumed that instead of having one attitude toward one attitude object,
teachers hold dierent attitudes for dierent aspects of that attitude object,
i.e. we have one attitude concerning \the structure of AAVE", one atti-
tude concerning \AAVE use and acceptance", etc. Alternatively, it can be
hypothesized that the attitudes observed are ambivalent, i.e. that people
associate positive and negative evaluations with the same attitude object.
The dierence between these two interpretations lies in the assumed internal
structure of the underlying attitude(s). Since my study created data that
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pointed toward an ambivalent structure of attitudes, I will discuss this ques-
tion in more detail in 6.2.
As a result of `data-mining', Taylor nds:
 Teachers from predominately European American schools tend to hold
more negative attitudes (cf. Taylor 1973, 198).
 Teachers with three to ve years of teaching experience show more
positive attitudes than their colleagues with more or less experience
(cf. Taylor 1973, 197)
 Teachers from the Pacic urban region demonstrated more positive
attitudes than those from other regions (cf. Taylor 1973, 199).
Since these ndings are the result of data-mining, they should be considered
as merely explorative.
3.2.2.1.4 Evaluation Taylor's study stands out as one of the few stud-
ies with an N over 100, and with any attempt to create a balanced sample,
especially the attempt to cover various regions of the U.S.
Unlike many other studies, Taylor's study found relatively positive attitudes
toward AAVE. His data-mining results are highly interesting and clearly de-
serve to be retested on new data. His discovery that attitudes toward AAVE
might not be homogenous is very interesting, and, if proven correct, should
inuence the conception of future attitude change programs. I will discuss
this question in more detail in Section 6.2.
It is of some interest here that Taylor misspelled the name \Likert" as \Lick-
ert" (cf. Taylor 1973, 174). This does not necessarily serve as a criticism
against this study (after all, typos simply do happen), but the fact that this
typo was repeated by at least one other study employing the LAS developed
by Taylor (Ford 1978; Blake and Cutler 2003 made the same mistake, but did
not use the LAS) may indicate that (at least) this study picked this instru-
ment only out of convenience, and without methodological consideration.
3.2.2.2 Covington
Covington 1975 tries to determine whether a relationship between teachers'
attitudes toward AAVE and their students' educational attainment can be
measured.
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3.2.2.2.1 Subjects Four teachers and four assistant teachers from the
third grade of a Pittsburgh inner-city school served as subjects. Six were
African American, two were European American, three were male, ve were
female. One of the teachers had one year of teaching experience, the other
three teachers had more than two years of experience in the classroom.
Most assistant teachers had no teaching experience, only one of the assis-
tant teachers had any teaching experience. The school they were employed
at was at that time engaged in the development of individualized educational
programs, i.e. forms of teaching by which students could progress through
content matter at their individual speed (cf. Covington 1975, 43).
3.2.2.2.2 The questionnaire Several measures were combined in this
study:
 \a modied teacher interview form from Taylor and Hayes" (cf. Cov-
ington 1975, 45):
{ Section A: dealing \with the teachers' characterizations of the stu-
dents' speech. The teacher was requested to rate the speech of each
student on a one to six point-scale" (Covington 1975, 45). The
stimulus used consisted of audio recordings of semi-structured in-
terviews with third-grade boys from the same school as the teach-
ers (cf. Covington 1975, 43f)
{ Section B: \designed to measure teachers' attitudes toward dialec-
tal dierences" (Covington 1975, 45).
{ Section C & H <sic>: \designed to measure the consistency of
the teachers' ratings" (Covington 1975, 45).
 the Language Attitude Scale as discussed above.11. This questionnaire
was used one month after the interview. It is important to note that
scoring was done exactly opposite to convention: \1 point for strong
agreement with a positive statement; (...) 5 points for strong agreement
with a negative statement" (Covington 1975, 47).
Several measures were taken on the children whose voice recordings served as
stimulus: reading achievement according to the \Metropolitan Test of Read-
ing", the progression through their individualized mathematics program, and
an evaluation of their speech by linguists (cf. Covington 1975, 46f)
11Covington 1975 notes \Taylor & Hayes, 1971" as source, but since she, unfortunately,
does not include this title in her bibliography, I could not check whether there might be
minor dierences between this version and that presented in Taylor 1973. The description
is detailed enough, though, to recognize that it is, in all important regards, identical to
the instrument discussed in Taylor 1973.
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3.2.2.2.3 Findings The mean scores of the LAS were computed: 1.0,
1.4, 1.5, 2.0, 2.0, 2.1, 2.8, 3.6; Mean: 2.0. The most positive score possible
would be a 1.0, the most negative a 5.0. Teachers tended to be nearer the
positive than the negative end.
Ann J. Covington correlated these with \(a) students' language as perceived
by teachers; (b) students' language as perceived by judges; and (c) students'
reading achievement scores" (Covington 1975, 47).
Covington found the following statistical relationships:
 students' language as perceived by teachers { student's language as
perceived by judges { reading achievement
 students' language as perceived by teachers { reading achievement
 student's language as perceived by judges { reading achievement
She did not nd relationships between the following:
 students' language as perceived by teachers { student's language as
perceived by judges
 the score at the LAS { progress in mathematics (cf. Covington 1975,
48)
In how far the interrelationship between perception of student language and
reading achievement is due to teacher behavior based on this perception,
or on interference of dialectal features with SAE learning-to-read materials
cannot be deduced based on this data alone.
3.2.2.2.4 Evaluation The extremely small N of Covington's sample re-
duces the generalizability of these ndings. It is, though, an interesting
application of Taylor's questionnaire, and the fact that Covington could not
nd an interrelationship between teachers' attitudes and students' progress
in a less language oriented subject such as mathematics should lead to further
research. If this nding can be reproduced in studies with a larger sample,
this would speak against the applicability of the Rosenthal assumption to
non-language oriented subjects.
The fact that speech samples from students from the same school as the
subjects were used might have distorted results. Some teachers may have
recognized the voices of individual students. In that case, their judgment of
students' speech would likely be inuenced by other factors, such as their
knowledge about the students' progress at school, the outer appearance of
students, etc.
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3.2.2.3 Ford
Ford assumes that foreign language teachers, since they are \less ethnocentric
and more aware of, and sensitive to, cultural and linguistic dierences in
general" (Ford 1978, 382), have more positive attitudes toward nonstandard
English. AAVE has been included in his study as an example of nonstandard
English.
3.2.2.3.1 Subjects 472 prospective teachers of foreign languages [N=116],
English [N'=114], mathematics [N'=97], and social studies [N'=145](enrolled
in corresponding classes in 1973/74) served as subjects (cf. Ford 1978, 384 &
387). Five teacher training institutions were covered, from \ve of the eight
national regions designated by the Modern Language Association for the
purpose of its foreign language enrollment surveys" (Ford 1978, 384) (Great
Lakes: 163 subjects; Mideast: 95 subjects; Plains: 73 subjects; Southeast:
58 subjects; Southwest: 83 subjects (cf. Ford 1978, 385)). The majority of
subjects was European American and female (cf. Ford 1978, 384).
Other data that were elicited were: urban/nonurban background, experience
abroad and the teacher training institution enrolled in (cf. Ford 1978, 383).12
3.2.2.3.2 The questionnaire Ford 1978 used Taylor's Language Atti-
tude Scale:
The LAS was deemed most appropriate for the present study
since it was designed specically to measure teachers' attitudes
toward nonstandard English, and because of its applicability to a
survey method of gathering data from relatively large groups of
subjects. (Ford 1978, 384)
Ford also copied Taylor's \Lickert"-typo (cf. Ford 1978, 384).
Ford's version of the LAS diers from the version presented by Taylor in the
use of \nonstandard English"/\nonstandard dialects of English" instead of
\Black English", and the variant \Widespread use of nonstandard English
is imperative" for \Widespread acceptance of Black English is imperative"
(Ford 1978, 390, Taylor 1973, 181f). During the administering of the ques-
tionnaire, \at appropriate points in the instructions, brief audiotaped samples
specically identied as Black English and Appalachian English were played
in order to orient the subjects as to what was meant by the term nonstandard
12The number of students at each teacher training institution can be deduced from the
numbers according to the ve regions. Numbers for urban/nonurban background and
experience abroad are not available.
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English" (Ford 1978, 384f).
The overview over \content categories of the LAS" (Ford 1978, 390), i.e.
the list of actual items used, presents a mixture of the questions from Form
1, Form 2, and the \Randomized presentation order for LAS, Form 1" (cf.
Taylor 1973, 177-182).
3.2.2.3.3 Findings Standard scoring was used: answers indicating a
positive attitude received a score of ve, those indicating a negative atti-
tude a score of one (cf. Ford 1978, 385). For each content category, the
scores of a subject were summed, and the subjects' attitudes were, on the
basis of these sums, evaluated as either \strongly positive, mildly positive,
no opinion, mildly negative, [or] strongly negative" (Ford 1978, 385). The
evaluation as \no opinion" implies that a person with neither a positive nor
a negative attitude has no attitude at all (as opposed to a neutral attitude),
which is a concept not shared by all attitude models. Additionally, the \nei-
ther agree nor disagree"-options of each single item might indicate entirely
dierent points on an attitude continuum (e.g. neither agreeing nor dis-
agreeing with \AAVE is the best thing in the universe" does not express the
same attitude as neither agreeing nor disagreeing with \AAVE is a terrible
abomination"). Even if all \neither agree nor disagree"-option should reect
the same point on an attitude continuum, this point can still be rather on
the positive or negative end of the attitude continuum instead of at a truly
neutral point.
The ve gradations were reduced to three:
Because of the small frequencies in the 'strongly negative' cat-
egory of all the tables, it was deemed advisable to collapse the
tables by combining the 'strongly negative' and `mildly negative'
designations into one labeled `negative'. Accordingly, the desig-
nations `strongly positive' and `mildly positive' were combined
into one labeled `positive.' (Ford 1978, 385f)
For the average scores across content categories see Table 3.5.
Content Category Positive No Opinion Negative
I 220 176 76
II 374 77 21
III 263 148 61
IV 324 76 72
Table 3.5: LAS scores
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Each of the four demographic variables (subject, urban/nonurban, experi-
ence abroad, teacher training institution) were correlated with each of the
four content categories. Additionally, for the subgroup of foreign language
teachers, the data was tested for a relationship between content category on
the one hand and urban/nonurban, experience abroad and teacher training
institution on the other hand. The signicance level was set at .05 (cf. Ford
1978, 386).
Ford found the following correlations:
 In three of the content categories (I, III and IV), a correlation between
subject and attitude score could be found. Prospective teachers of
English tend to have a more positive attitude, prospective teachers of
social studies a more negative attitude. Prospective teachers of for-
eign languages and mathematics are positioned in between these two
extremes (cf. Ford 1978, 386-388).
Of equal signicance are the correlations he did not nd:
 The variables urban/nonurban, experience abroad and teacher train-
ing institution seem to have no inuence on the attitudes of foreign
language teachers as a subgroup (cf. Ford 1978, 386).
It must therefore be concluded that the original assumption that the reduced
ethnocentrism and heightened awareness of cultural and linguistic dierences
that were assumed to be found within foreign language teachers have a di-
rect bearing on attitudes toward basilectal language varieties has not been
veried. Instead, teachers of English were shown to have a more positive
attitude to these varieties. Additionally, the type of contact with dierent
cultures and languages created by traveling also had no inuence on language
attitudes.
3.2.2.3.4 Evaluation The interrelationship between the school subject
an individual is preparing to teach and attitudes is a very interesting dis-
covery. Whether prospective English teachers approach their studies already
with more positive attitudes or whether they were inuenced by their uni-
versity training is a factor deserving further research, especially since the
training of prospective English and foreign language teachers must be con-
sidered to be similar in many regards (e.g. contact with linguistics, study
of literature, etc.). It may be assumed, though, that their training will be
dissimilar in as many regards (i.e. elements of linguistics stressed).
It would also be very interesting to replicate this study for in-service teachers.
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3.2.2.4 Bowie
Bowie and Bond 1994 used the LAS to research the question whether contact
with the topic `AAVE' during teacher training would inuence prospective
teachers' attitudes toward it.
3.2.2.4.1 Subjects 75 pre-service-teachers served as subjects. Three
quarters were undergraduate elementary majors, the rest were students at
the graduate level. All students were \nearing the end of their degree and
licensure program\ (Bowie and Bond 1994, 113). Their teacher training in-
stitution was a large urban university. 86% were European American, 92%
were female (cf. Bowie and Bond 1994, 113).
Even though a relevant part of these pre-service teacher were expected to
teach at predominatingly African American schools after graduation (cf.
Bowie and Bond 1994, 114), \only 63% of the respondents reported hav-
ing received even minimal exposure to the topic of Black English in their
preservice education, typically in the form of a single class discussion which
reviewed some of the research on Black English and implications for teaching
Black English poetry." (Bowie and Bond 1994, 114). Only 19% (already
included in the number of 63%) of subjects \said that the issue had been
addressed substantially in their preservice training\ (Bowie and Bond 1994,
114).
3.2.2.4.2 The questionnaire The questionnaire used was \an adapted
version of the Language Attitude Scale" (cf. Bowie and Bond 1994, 114).
Based on the items quoted in the article, we can assume that the questions
of the \Randomized presentation order for LAS, Form 1" (cf. Taylor 1973,
181f) were used. Unlike the study by Taylor 1973, in this study subjects were
oered only three answer-options: \agree, no opinion, disagree" (Bowie and
Bond 1994, 114). Additionally, an open-ended question was used, in order
\to elicit a more qualitative determination of attitudes\ (Bowie and Bond
1994, 114). To ensure every student understood the term \Black English"
correctly, the topic was introduced by the instructor (cf. Bowie and Bond
1994). The exact way this was done is not explained in detail.
3.2.2.4.3 Findings No invalid statistical operations were used to assess
the data collected. The percentages of positive, neutral and negative replies
for the complete group were collected: 41% negative, 32% positive, 27% in-
dierent responses were given (Bowie and Bond 1994, 114). This contrasts
with earlier studies using the LAS which found predominatingly positive or
neutral replies.
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Several questions are reviewed separately:
 76% disagree with the statement that Black English sounds as good as
Standard English.
 61% believe that Black English operates under a faulty grammar sys-
tem.
 60% support standardization of the English language as a general goal
in the schools.
 63% believe that it can harm a student if teachers reject his/her native
language.
 39% agree that attempts to eliminate Black English can be psycholog-
ically damaging to the African American student.
 52% support the idea that Black English should be accepted socially.
 39% believe that teachers should allow African American students to
speak Black English in the classroom (cf. Bowie and Bond 1994, 114).
To assess the inuence of contact with the topic during teacher training on
language attitude, the reply behavior of non-contact and contact-group were
compared. Four items were found that are more often disagreed with by
members of the contact-group than by members of the non-contact-group
(relevance was tested using the Pearson Chi Square test):
 \Black English is an inferior language system"
 \One of the goals of the American schools should be the standardization
of the English Language"
 \Black English should be discouraged"
 \The sooner we eliminate Black English, the better" (Bowie and Bond
1994, 114)
Interstingly, the changes in reply behavior covered mostly \educational pol-
icy" items. This might have to do with the type of contact with the topic
of AAVE during teacher training (cf. description of \exposure" situations in
Bowie and Bond 1994, 114.).
The analysis of the open-ended question conrmed the general ndings of
the LAS-part of the questionnaire:
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The most negative responses to this question came from respon-
dents who reportedly had not been exposed at all to the topic in
their coursework. (Bowie and Bond 1994, 115)
3.2.2.4.4 Evaluation The inuence teacher training might have on lan-
guage attitudes is highly interesting and relevant and deserves retesting with
larger and more diverse samples, including in-service teachers. Statistically
signicant dierences on 4 out of 25 measures between contact and no-contact
group are too many to be easily discounted. Contact with a scholarly treat-
ment of AAVE obviously inuenced the beliefs of the contact-group, and
thereby, probably, also the underlying attitude. It would theoretically be
possible that change occured mostly in teachers' beliefs concerning teach-
ing practice, while their evaluations of AAVE remained largely unchanged
(\AAVE is a terrible thing, but there is research that says that doing X in the
classroom is better than doing Y, so I'll do X, even though I dislike AAVE
nonetheless."). The change concerning the item \Black English is an inferior
language system" and the reactions to the open-ended question do support
Bowie and Bond's interpretation of the data, though. For a related study
that came to opposite conclusions, see Section 4.3).
3.2.3 Hoover
In this section I will discuss the \African American English Teacher Atti-
tude Scale". This scale is discussed alongside the \African American English
Speech Varieties Attitudes Test" in Hoover et al. 1996. That scale will be
treated in the section on studies employing other methods (see Section 3.3).
I separated discussion of these two sub-scales because Abdul-Hakim 2002
(see 3.2.3.1) used only only one sub-scale of the two-part questionnaire, and
because the two parts are of an entirely dierent methodological make-up.
The instrument consists of 46 items, most of which \were paraphrased from
actual statements made by educators and laypeople" (Hoover et al. 1996,
386). The items reect three dierent perspectives on AAVE: the `excellence
perspective', \which sees AA culture as multifaceted, ranging from the artis-
tic to the academic (...) [and] assumes that African American children are
capable of learning anything, and that their culture has adequate resources
to facilitate such learning" (Hoover et al. 1996, 385), is contrasted with the
`decit perspective' (that considers AAVE to be inferior) and the `extreme
dierence perspective' (that treats AAVE culture not just as `dierent' but
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as `exotic') (Hoover et al. 1996, 385f)13.
Items used:
1. \Most African American people's major potential is in music, art, and
dance."
2. \African Americans should try to look like everybody else in this coun-
try rather than wearing Bubas and Afros."
3. \African Americans need to know both standard and African American
English in the school in order to survive in America."
4. \African American English is a unique speech form inuenced in its
structure by West African languages."
5. \The reason African Americans aren't moving as fast as they could is
that the system discriminates against them."
6. \African American English is a systematic, rule-governed language va-
riety."
7. \African American English should be eliminated."
8. \African American English should be preserved to maintain oral un-
derstanding and communication among African Americans of all ages
and from all regions."
9. \The African American community concept of discipline involves not
letting children `do their own thing' and `hang loose.'"
10. \African American kids have trouble learning because their parents
won't help them at home."
13Generally, a two-perspective dichotomy dominates the linguistic literature: the con-
trast between the decit perspective and the dierence perspective. The decit perspective
interprets dierences between a nonstandard and a standard lect as deciencies. Typically,
the nonstandard lect is considered to be a restricted code, borne out of an environment
of `cultural deprivation'. A nonstandard lect is less good, less logical, less suitable for ab-
stract thought and higher order learning. The dierence perspective interprets dierences
as variance. The standard and the non-standard lect dier in grammar, pronunciation,
lexicon, etc., but this cannot be interpreted as a deciency on the side of either lect (cf.
Fasold 1972, Eller 1989). The traditional dierence perspective is not identical to Hoover
et al.'s extreme dierence perspective, which represents an approach in which dierences
are considered to be `exotic'.
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11. \It is racist to demand that African American children take reading
tests because their culture is so varied that reading is an insignicant
thing."
12. \African American English should be promoted in the school as part
of African American children's culture."
13. \Standard English is needed to replace African American English to
help with worldwide communication."
14. \It is not necessary for African American children to learn anything
other than their own dialect of African American English in school."
15. \The reason African American people aren't moving as fast as they
could is that they're not as industrious as they should be."
16. \There is no such thing as African American English."
17. \The use of African American English is a reection of unclear thinking
on the part of the speaker."
18. \African American children's language is so broken as to be virtually
no language at all."
19. \African Americans should talk the way everybody else does in this
country."
20. \African American English is principally a Southern form."
21. \When a child's native African American English is replaced by stan-
dard English, s/he is introduced to concepts which will increase his/her
learning capacity."
22. \The home life of African American children oers such limited cultural
experiences that the school must ll in the gaps."
23. \African and African American hair and dress styles are very attrac-
tive."
24. \African American kids would advance further in school without African
American English."
25. \African American English has a logic of its own, comparable to that
of any other language."
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26. \African American children can't learn to read unless African American
Vernacular English is used as the medium of instruction in the schools."
27. \African American people have their own distinctive speech patterns
which other people in this country should respect."
28. \African American English was produced by its history in Africa and
this country and not by any physical characteristics."
29. \African American English can be expanded to t any concept or idea
imaginable."
30. \The home life of African American people provides a rich cultural
experience directly connected to African origins."
31. \The reason African American children have trouble learning in school
is that they are not taught properly."
32. \African American English is basically talking lazy."
33. \African American children can be trained to pass any test written."
34. \African American children can learn to read in spite of the fact that
most readers are written in standard English."
35. \African American people have the same potential for achievement in
math and science as any other people."
36. \African American kids are advantaged through African American En-
glish; it makes them bidialectal just as Chicanos are bilingual."
37. \African American English is a misuse of standard language."
38. \African American children should be allowed to choose their own
course of study and behavior in school from an early age and should
not be directed by the teacher."
39. \Standard English is superior to nonstandard English in terms of gram-
matical structure."
40. \African American English should be preserved because it creates a
bond of solidarity among the people who speak it."
41. \Acceptance of nonstandard dialects of English by teachers would lead
to a lowering of standards in school."
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42. \African American English should be preserved because it helps African
Americans to feel at ease in informal situations."
43. \African American English enhances the curriculum by enriching the
language background of the children."
44. \African American English expresses some things better than standard
English."
45. \Since only standard English is useful in getting jobs, it should always
be preferred over African American English."
46. \African American English should be abandoned because it does not
provide any benets to anybody." (Hoover et al. 1996, 391)
The most remarkable characteristic of these items is that many seem to be
without any relevance to language attitudes, e.g. \African Americans should
try to look like everybody else in this country rather than wearing Bubas
and Afros.". I assume that these items are used as indicators for a certain
perspective on African Americans in general, and that this perspective is
considered to necessarily inuence language attitudes as well. Since separat-
ing language attitudes from attitudes toward groups is always problematic,
using such items may compound the problem.
Some items could be argued to be double-barreled (cf. section 2.3.2.3.1), e.g.
\The home life of African American people provides a rich cultural experi-
ence directly connected to African origins." A person might agree with the
rst part of the sentence \The home life of African American people provides
a rich cultural experience" without agreeing with the second \It is directly
connected to African origins" and vice versa. Likert recommended avoiding
such double-barreled items if possible.
The items are presented using a four-point format. Subjects choose between
\Agree Strongly", \Agree Mildly", \Disagree Mildly", \Disagree Strongly"
(cf. Hoover et al. 1996, 386 & 391). Standard scoring, adapted to a four-
point instead of a ve-point format, is recommended for this scale (cf. Hoover
et al. 1996, 386).
The reader is informed that \(I)[i]n several test administrations, the relia-
bility of the scale varied form Cronbach alpha 0.89 to 0.93" (Hoover et al.
1996, 386). No other information, though, is given about the testing proce-
dures applied to this scale before application, or the details about those test
administrations whose Cronbach alpha's were listed.
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3.2.3.0.5 Evaluation The instrument is interesting { not only due to
its relative length, but also because of its combination with a non-traditional
scale (cf. Section 3.3.1). Nonetheless, the steps that led to the creation of
this scale, and the scale's pretesting (which is to be expected although not
mentioned) are not discussed in enough detail to allow a qualied evaluation
of this questionnaire.
Additionally, the highly unusual and controversial choice of items poses the
question of validity: whether or not this questionnaire measures attitudes
toward AAVE and only toward AAVE. In any case, the selection criteria for
items that Likert proposes are denitely stretched here.
3.2.3.1 Abdul-Hakim
Abdul-Hakim used Hoover's \African American English Teacher Attitude
Scale" to study preservice teachers' attitudes in Florida.
3.2.3.1.1 Subjects 153 preservice teachers from two Florida universities
served as subjects. 58.3% of subjects belonged to Florida State Univerity,
41.2% to Orange University14 (cf. Abdul-Hakim 2002, 87 & 100). Florida
University is the larger institution of the two, with a (predominatingly Euro-
pean American) student population of 33,971. Orange University has 12,126
students and is predominatingly African American (cf. Abdul-Hakim 2002,
87).
80 subjects were African American, 64 subjects were European American,
9 individuals belonged to other ethnic groups. The majority, 116 subjects,
were female, 37 individuals were male (cf. Abdul-Hakim 2002, 100).
Besides university attended, ethnicity and sex, the following demographic
data were also collected: hometown size (rural, urban or suburban), age,
variety/varieties of English identied as \home language", estimated family
household income, length of residence in the U.S. or U.S. citizenship, contact
with the topic of AAVE during high school and during college courses (cf.
Abdul-Hakim 2002, 127f).
3.2.3.1.2 The questionnaire Abdul-Hakim used Hoover's \African Amer-
ican English Teacher Attitude Scale" with minor modications: the items
were rearranged in order to put those items dealing with culture at the end
14Since the questionnaire targeted only students from these two institutions, it is not
quite clear why 0.5% of subjects are not accounted for by these numbers.
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of the questionnaire (cf. Abdul-Hakim 2002, 79). Abdul-Hakim foresaw po-
tential problems in the use of this scale due to its, by 2002, \outmoded terms"
(Abdul-Hakim 2002, 79), but decided to use it with unaltered wording.
3.2.3.1.3 Findings Standard scoring (adapted to a four-point instead of
a ve-point scale) was used.
Abdul-Hakim summed the attitude scores for each questionnaire, and cal-
culated standard deviation, mode, median and mean for the total sample.
Frequencies, percentages, means, standard deviations and sums were calcu-
lated for each item (cf. Abdul-Hakim 2002, 89). Multiple regression analysis
was used to check associations between demographic factors and language
attitudes (cf. Abdul-Hakim 2002, 89).
Since a total of 46 questions were used, 46 was the lowest theoretically pos-
sible score, 184 the highest possible one. The actual mean score was 127.34,
the median 129 and the mode 132. The lowest score lay at 85, the highest
at 170 (cf. Abdul-Hakim 2002, 94). These attitude scores were divided into
three categories15: \high", \middle" and \low", contrasting with the sys-
tem suggested by Hoover: \decit", \dierence" and \excellence". Table 3.6
gives an overview over these two trichotomies and the boundaries between
their units (Abdul-Hakim 2002), 99).
A total of 7 subjects scored in the \high" range, 126 in the \middle" range
Hoover Abdul-Hakim
Decit under 120 Low under 110
Dierence 120-159 Middle 110-153
Excellence 160 or above High 154 or above
Table 3.6: Trichotomies Hoover / Abdul-Hakim
and 20 in the \low" range.
The results of Abdul-Hakims's multiple regression analysis are especially in-
teresting. He found associations between language attitudes and two demo-
graphic factors: language (variety) used at home and hometown population.
Subjects who grew up bididalectal or as monodialectal speakers of AAVE
tend to have more positive attitudes toward AAVE than individuals with a
monodialectal SAE background. Individuals whose hometown was suburban
tended to express more positive attitudes than individuals with a rural or
urban background (cf. Abdul-Hakim 2002, 107).
15Range, standard deviation and mean were used to establish the boundaries between
these units (cf. Abdul-Hakim 2002, 98)
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Abdul-Hakim found no association between language attitudes and ethnic-
ity, university attended, sex, age, socioeconomic status, contact with AAVE
during high school courses and contact with AAVE during college courses
(cf. Abdul-Hakim 2002, 104.).
3.2.3.1.4 Evaluation Concerning methodology, Abdul-Hakim's approach
carries with it the same merits and problems that have already been discussed
in section 3.2.3.0.5.
Abdul-Hakim's research is relevant for the controversy surrounding attitude
change programs. Does teaching about AAVE at school or at college inu-
ence attitudes? In this study, no association between contact with the topic
of AAVE at high school or college could been found. While this does not
demonstrate that no such eect is possible, it shows that more research is
needed on which form of contact with this topic (if any) is best suited to
achieve measurable attitude change.
3.2.4 Blake and Cutler
Blake and Cutler 2003 studied the interrelationship between teachers' atti-
tudes and school philosophy.
3.2.4.1 Subjects
88 teachers from ve New York high schools served as subjects. Schools were
selected based on availability, subjects were \self-selected", i.e. question-
naires were handed out to all teachers and handed back on a voluntary basis.
At each school, at least ten percent of the faculty participated (cf. Blake and
Cutler 2003, 168).
67% of subjects were European American, 13% African American, 8% Latino,
2% Asian American and 10% `other'. Slighly more than half of the respon-
dents (55%) were male, 42% were female, 3% declined to indicate their sex.
10% had one year or less teaching experience, 17% between one and two
years, 23% between three and ve years, 5% six to ten years, and 45%, the
largest group, ten or more years of teaching experience (cf. Blake and Cutler
2003, 169).
Composition of the student body diered between schools. 66% of subjects
identied \African Americans as one of the two largest groups" (Blake and
Cutler 2003, 169) at their school.
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3.2.4.2 The questionnaire
Blake and Cutler 2003 cite two sources for their items:
The questions for the survey were culled from the questionnaire
developed by Hoover et al. (1996, pp. 391-393). In developing
the questions, we were also inuenced by Taylor's (1973) study
(...). (Blake and Cutler 2003, 166)
Few items were directly copied from these sources. Most items collected this
way have been heavily edited, and several items have been added that were
not included in Taylor 1973 or Hoover et al. 1996.
1. \People speak dierently in dierent situations."
2. \In every language, there are always variations in the way people from
dierent age, class and ethnic backgrounds speak."
3. \Bilingual education is the right of every child who does not speak the
dominant language."
4. \Federal funds should be used to support bilingual education."
5. \Some children do poorly at school because they do not speak Standard
English."
6. \Bidialectal education is the right of every child who does not speak
the dominant language or dialect."
7. \Federal funds should be used to support bidialectal education."
8. \African American English (Ebonics) is a form of English."
9. \African American English is lazy English."
10. \African American English is subject to its own set of rules."
11. \African American kids would advance further in school without African
American English."
12. \Using AAE as a tool to teach subjects to African American students
would hurt their chances to learn Standard English."
13. \There are settings outside the classroom where African American En-
glish is appropriate."
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14. \It is educationally sound to use a student's rst language as a way of
teaching that student the standard language of the community."
15. \AAE would be inadequate for teaching subjects such as social studies
or math."
16. \African American students have language problems similar to those
of students learning English as a second language."
17. \African American students should be taught in classrooms alongside
English as a Second Language (ESL) students."
18. \Standard English is dominant in schools and business because it is the
best form of English."
19. \One purpose of school is to make certain that all students graduate
procient in Standard English."16 (Blake and Cutler 2003, 166f)
No further explanations are made about the collection or selection of these
items.
Blake and Cutler 2003 label their questionnaire as a \Lickert-type scale"
(note the `classic' typo), not as a \Likert-scale". Strictly speaking, they do
not claim to have created a Likert-scale, but merely to have adopted the
outer appearance of one, which is, actually, the case.
No form of pretesting is mentioned. Several items (e.g. \African American
English (Ebonics') is a form of English.") in my opinion do not fulll the
`minimum requirement' of Likert-items, i.e. possessing an `orientation' (ex-
pressing a positive or negative evaluation, but not both). Like Hoover et al.
1996, the authors decided to include questions which do not possess direct
relevance for the attitude object AAVE. Mixing items focused on AAVE and
on bilingual education may be infelicitous should subjects hold dierent be-
liefs concerning items like \It is educationally sound to use a student's rst
language as a way of teaching that student the standard language of the
community." when applied to bidialectal as opposed to bilingual settings.
3.2.4.3 Findings
Blake and Cutler 2003 decided to collapse their ve categories into two, but
fail to explain which way they did this (cf. Blake and Cutler 2003, 167f).
16Occasionally, several variants of the same item can be found in the research article.
Question 9, for example, is also quoted as \African American English (Ebonics) is a lazy
form of English."
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Two options exist: Either \Agree Strongly" and \Agree Mildly" were sum-
marized on the one hand, and \No opinion", \Disagree Mildly" and \Disagree
Strongly" on the other, creating an `agreement' versus `non-agreement' di-
chotomy, or the \No Opinion" category fell into the rst group, creating a
`non-disagreement' and a `disagreement' dichotomy. I consider the rst op-
tion to be the more likely one (especially since the authors label their graphs
as \% Teachers in Favor" (cf. e.g. Blake and Cutler 2003, 174), but this is
merely an assumption, not made explicit by the research article itself.
For most items no total numbers are available { merely results split up ac-
cording to school and according to ethnic makeup of the student population.
Using the numbers of subjects at each school, the original percentages can
be reconstructed, but rounding mistakes, etc. cannot be entirely excluded.
Those numbers in Table 3.7 that are printed in italics were extracted directly
from the text. All other numbers were reconstructed by me. Blake and Cut-
Number of item Number of
teachers in favor
Percentage of
teachers in favor
1 & 2 95
3 46 52.3
4 52 59.1
5 90
6 18 29.5
7 21 23.9
8 60 68.2
9 14
10 48 54.5
11 42 47.7
12 63 71.6
13 -
14 38 43.2
15 48 54.5
16 35 39.8
17 14
18 28
19 93
Table 3.7: Blake and Cutler 2003 results
ler 2003 report two major ndings: Firstly, they found no interrelationship
between \having taken at least one linguistics course" (Blake and Cutler
2003, 187) and teachers' attitude. Secondly, they found an interrelationship
between school philosophy and attitudes:
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The most compelling trend in this study is that teachers' language
attitudes appear to be inuenced by the philosophies, or lack
thereof, of the schools in which they teach. (...) While we resist
making correlations due to the size of this study, we are struck by
the observation that the two schools with proactive language and
dialect programs are the ones with the most positive language
attitudes among its teachers. It is important to reiterate that
more in-depth attitudinal studies in the schools are needed to
fully appreciate generalizations and idiosyncracies. (Blake and
Cutler 2003, 186f)
3.2.4.4 Evaluation
Blake and Cutler's research question, the relationship between school pol-
icy and teacher attitudes, is highly relevant. Unfortunately, only a rela-
tively small number of teachers from each school volunteered to participate.
It might be the case that more of those teachers who stood in direct con-
tradiction to their school's policy as compared to those teachers in perfect
agreement with their school's policy refused to participate, which would ex-
plain the inuence of school policy on measured attitude. Additionally, it
is conceivable that school policy does not inuence language attitudes but
merely the employment strategies of a school or its appeal to teachers with
certain attitudes. Teachers with attitudes not in harmony with school policy
might look for another employer, taking their unchanged attitudes to another
school. These questions denitely deserve further attention.
The fact that in this study, contrary to Bowie and Bond 1994, no relation-
ship between contact to linguistics and language attitudes could be found,
highlights the importance of further research on this topic.
3.2.5 Summary
The following Table serves as a summary of the Likert and pseudo-Likert
scales discussed so far:
3.3 Studies employing other methods
Studies on teachers' attitudes toward AAVE that use neither Osgood- nor
Likert-scaling { or, at least, that do not claim to use these techniques {
are rare. Both Likert- and Osgood-scaling are valuable techniques, but the
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Questions Di Giulio LAS Hoover Blake
Number of ques-
tions
23 ca. 25
(varies)
46 19
Carefull selec-
tion of items?
yes unknown unknown unknown
Item choice ac-
cording to Lik-
ert?
yes mostly problematic problematic
Carefull pretest-
ing?
yes yes unknown unknown
Strictly speaking
a Likert scale
yes yes problematic problematic
Table 3.8: Overview over studies employing (pseudo-)Likert scales
degree to which they dominate this aspect of language attitude research is
noteworthy.
What can occasionally be found are addenda to Likert- and Osgood-scales
that are independent of these, e.g. Williams et al. 1976, for example, who,
in addition to their pseudo-Osgood-scale, asked subjects to assign children
to graded classes. Addenda are usually used to enable a further analysis of
the main (in this case: the pseudo-Osgood scale) data, and are little valued
in themselves (e.g. their results are not displayed, merely their correlations
with the main data are discussed).
In this section, I will discuss the second sub-scale presented by Hoover et al.
1996, and the method used by Woodworth and Salzer 1971.
3.3.1 Hoover
Hoover et al. 1996 use two dierent instruments for their \African American
English Attitude Measures for Teachers": the \African American English
Speech Varieties Attitudes Test" and the \African American English Teacher
Attitude Scale" (cf. Hoover et al. 1996, 383). The second scale is of Likert-
type and is discussed in that section. The rst test is an `independent'
measurement and will be dealt with here.
3.3.1.1 The audio samples
The most notable fact here is that in this study, AAVE was not contrasted
with SAE, but with \AASE" (\African American Standard English" (Hoover
et al. 1996, 384). It is dened as follows:
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AASE is distinguished by its \standard" grammar and vary-
ing degrees of Africanized intonation, pronunciation, and style.
(Hoover et al. 1996, 384)
AAVE and AASE as understood here resemble my dierentiation between
`core' speakers and `periphery' speakers (see section 2.1).
The AAVE samples were designed to contain two specic grammatical fea-
tures that were absent in the AASE samples: absence of the third person
singular -s and negative concord. (cf. Hoover et al. 1996, 384). A direct
comparison between two text samples illustrates the contrast; the numbers
indicate parallel structures.
AAVE text:
Wiletta can't hardly never (1) sit still. She say she just have (2)
to keep busy. So she work around the house, or she go (3) out and
shop, or else she get her girlfriend to show her the latest dance.
She laugh when we tease her and say at least nobody can't (4)
call her lazy. Cause no matter what she do (5) she keep busy.
(Hoover et al. 1996, 384)
AASE text:
Sharon King has (2) to cook and iron and keep house and she
almost never (1) gets to go out and play anything. Sometimes
when she gets tired, she tries to get through in a hurry or she
asks her little sister to help her. And sometimes she just gets
mad. But no matter what Sharon does (2), she still has to work
and can't play. That's why Sharon frowns (3) so much. Nobody
wants (4) to do all that. (Hoover et al. 1996, 384)
A total of 16 dierent texts were used (Hoover et al. 1996, 390f)
Four \bidialectal African American children" (Hoover et al. 1996, 384) were
used as speakers. Every child read both AASE and AAVE passages. The
speakers' age, sex, socioeconomic background, etc. are not mentioned.
3.3.1.2 The questionnaire
The questionnaire contains ve items. The ve items are:
 A person who talks like this usually is:
Very uneduc'd Slightly Uneduc'd Can't Decide Slightly Educated Very
Educated
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 This speech is most appropriately used in the following place:
No place
Playing in the Streets
Playing in the Living room
On the Playground at School
No Opinion
Eating at Thanksgiving Dinner
On a Church Program
On a School Program
Any Place
 A student who talks like this is most likely to be a:
Very Poor Achiever
Slightly Poor Achiever
Makes No Dierence
Slightly Good achiever
Very Good Achiever
 Do you like this speech?
Dislike Strongly
Dislike Mildly
No Opinion
Like Mildly
Like Strongly
 This kind of speech is:
Very Nonstan'd
Slightly Nonstan'd
Can't Decide
Slightly Stan'd
Very Stan'd (cf. Hoover et al. 1996, 391)
Hoover et al. 1996, 385 discourage the use of `attitude scores' for this part
of their instrument:
Ratings given to the ve dimensions should not be combined,
because each dimension measures a dierent aspect of attitude.
(Hoover et al. 1996, 385)
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In a way, every questionnaire always measures a multitude of dierent aspects
of an attitude. This in itself should not hinder a researcher from creating
sums or averages of his/her scores (as long as the appropriate scale level
is present). What is measured are always only indicators for a hypotheti-
cal construct that we cannot access directly. Yet refraining principally from
combining and connecting these dierent indicators can be a major barrier
in gaining an improved understanding of the attitude itself, as opposed to
e.g. individual beliefs connected with it. In this context, though, the rec-
ommendation is perfectly acceptable, especially since the scale level is only
ordinal.
3.3.1.3 Evaluation
The idea to contrast AAVE and AASE is highly interesting and improves
the chances to nd speaker truly `at home' in both varieties. Having speak-
ers read text samples improves comparability between speech samples, but
also makes the recordings sound unnatural and possible stilted. Especially
using younger speakers who might not be perfect readers could result in very
articial language samples. The fact that the samples diered only in three
grammatical features reduces naturalness even more. On the other hand,
once again, it raises the comparability between the two guises.
Hoover et al. 1996 (387f) warn that the instrument should not be used with-
out an accompanying workshop or other means of information on AAVE,
since the makeup of the questionnaire might lead to wrong conclusions on
the nature of AAVE (e.g. by implying that you can judge whether a speaker
is educated or uneducated merely on the basis of his/her language variety,
or by giving the impression that AAVE diers from SAE only in a very few
grammatical features). This warning is legitimate { this is a factor that is
relevant for a great majority of questionnaires.
We learn nothing about pretesting, nor about the item selection process.
Therefore, little can be said about the inherent quality of this instrument.
3.3.2 Woodwort & Salzer
Woodworth and Salzer 1971 presented teachers with identical compositions
read aloud by African American and European American children. They were
asked to evaluate the quality of compositions using a variant of Braddock's
rating sheet for written composition (cf. Braddock et al. 1963). If teachers
evaluate the same text dierently when spoken aloud by children of dierent
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ethnicity, this can point toward diering attitudes toward the language use
of these children, or toward the children themselves.
3.3.2.1 Subjects
119 elementary school teacher undergoing professional education in ve dif-
ferent classes at a Western New York college served as sample (Woodworth
and Salzer 1971, 168).
3.3.2.2 The stimulus
The same social studies texts were read by an African American and a Euro-
pean American male sixth-grader and taped. A second European American
male sixth grader read the distractor texts. At two sessions, three weeks
apart, six audio samples were presented to the subjects, two of those being
distractor recordings. Those two texts read during the rst session by an
African American child were spoken by a European American child in the
second session, and vice versa.
Woodworth and Salzer 1971 nd that the same texts were evaluated more
positively when spoken by a European American child as compared to an
African American child (cf. Woodworth and Salzer 1971, 169). How this is
to be interpreted, though, is an open question. The authors state that
the black child read the material as written in standard English.
That is, he did not alter syntax nor did he substitute black-dialect
lexical variants. Neither did he appear to deviate substantially
from conventional pronunciation of words. It seems likely that the
teachers involved in the study picked up sucient paralinguistic
clues (e.g., intonation pattern) to identify the race of the child.
(Woodworth and Salzer 1971, 171)
The authors state that (a) there was no substantial deviation from stan-
dard pronunciation, and (b) that there might have been dierent intonation
patterns used. It is not certain whether the linguistic cues allowed an identi-
cation of ethnicity, or whether the voice quality of the speaker made a specic
ethnicity plausible. Furthermore, since only two children's voices were com-
pared, one cannot be certain that teacher evaluations where inuenced by
assumed ethnicity, as compared to, e.g. uency dierences in reading, or
other non-ethnicity-related dierences in speech.
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3.3.2.3 Results
Woodwort and Salzer compared the ratings for both children on the variables
introduction, variety, logical sequence, unity, transition, clarity, coherence,
signicance, critical thinking and overall grade (cf. Woodworth and Salzer
1971, 170).
Examination of the data revealed a consistent statistical dier-
ence between teachers' evaluations of material presented orally by
black and white children. For each of the variables the white stu-
dent received a substantially higher rating than the black child
for identical material. (...) (s)[S]even of ten dierences on the
subscales reached levels of high signicance. (Woodworth and
Salzer 1971, 169f)
3.3.2.4 Evaluation
Even though its methodological problems are obvious, I have included this
study in my review of literature because it employs an indirect technique of
attitude measurement (measuring the eects that negative or positive atti-
tudes toward a language variety/toward a speaker may have on the perceived
quality of work presented by this speaker), which is rarely found in the lit-
erature on attitudes toward AAVE.
Further research on the question of whether ethnic cues or subtle linguistic
cues triggered the dierent evaluations would be very relevant.
3.4 Overview
Table 3.9 gives a short overview over the results of the studies discussed here.
General results are indicated using a seven-option method: +++, ++, + for
very positive, positive and fairly positive attitudes, x for neutral attitudes,
-, - -, - - - for slightly negative, negative and very negative attitudes in
the population studied. The Osgood studies are marked by a question mark,
since their results cannot easily be translated into degree of favorability unless
an E factor has been established for several dierent attitude objects to
warrant comparability. It is not possible to directly compare results across
dierent instruments, therefore these evaluations are, of course, only rough
estimates. Even though direct comparison between these studies is not a
straightforward task { too multifold are the dierences in methods, sample,
region covered and time (see also Table 3.1) { it is obvious enough that
the results of these studies have not produced identical results. In how far
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these disparities in results reect dierences in attitudes between the dierent
samples, and in how far they can be attributed to dierent methods and/or
methodological mistakes, cannot be ascertained here. It is suciently clear,
though, that there is still a research gap to be lled.
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Study General results Method
Williams: Chicago
study
? Osgood (problematic)
Williams: Texas study ? Osgood (problematic)
Cecil - - - free format (labeled as
Osgood)
Di Giulio - - Likert
Taylor x/+, exception: struc-
ture of AAVE (x)
Likert
Covington ++ Likert
Ford +++, including struc-
ture of nonstandard
English ( 6= AAVE!)
Likert
Bowie - Likert
Hoover: Likert no data Likert (problematic)
Abdul-Hakim ++ Likert (problematic)
Blake + Likert (problematic)
Hoover: other meth-
ods
no data free format
Woodwort & Salzer - other
Table 3.9: Summary all methods
Chapter 4
Changing attitudes
4.1 The theory of attitude change
Within social psychology, attitude change has been a eld of active and
multi-faceted research. Just as an illustration: Eagly and Chaiken 1993, in
their textbook on attitudes, use 444 out of a total of 794 pages, or 9 out of
14 chapters, to discuss the topic of attitude change and attitude formation.
On the other hand, merely one chapter, or 65 pages, are dedicated to the
structure of attitudes and beliefs1. The sheer amount of space attributed to
this topic in a survey-like textbook demonstrates powerfully that a detailed
discussion of this question cannot be achieved within the scope of a work like
this. Instead of detailing theoretical approaches, I will merely list factors
that have been considered as contributing to attitude change. This, naturally,
means ripping single elements out of complex theoretical frameworks and is
accompanied with all defects that such an approach must be attributed with.
The eect of persuasive messages on attitudes depends on three clusters of
factors. Firstly, there is a message. Then, there is the sender of the mes-
sage and last, there is the receiver of the message. The message can be
positive or negative, easy to understand or highly complex, short or long,
made explicit or only implied, be frequently voiced or very rare. The sender
of a message can be trustworthy or shady, can be an expert or a layperson,
can have high prestige or practically no prestige at all, can be a friend, a
political opponent, an actor just reading a script, or a person giving a highly
emotional account of something very important to him/her. The receiver can
1As discussed under 2.2.7, sociolinguistics tends more toward a somewhat atheoretical
approach toward attitude. Sociolinguistics' stance on attitude change will therefore be
discussed separately under 4.2
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be bored and tired, or awake and fascinated by the topic. He/she can have
prior attitudes or not, can have attitudes in accordance with the message
content or directly opposed to them, can have thought a lot about this topic
on previous occasions, or have never cared much about it, may have strong or
less strong cognitive abilities, etc. All these factors, according to one theory
or the other, have a bearing on attitude change.
This also means that when conducting an experiment on attitude change
employing persuasive messages, all these factors should, at least ideally, be
controlled for.
4.2 Popular claims
Linguists often encounter attitudes via the linguistic beliefs expressed by
laypeople. They realize that these beliefs are often contrary to non-folk lin-
guistic knowledge, and, therefore, assume that they { and, most importantly,
their underlying attitudes { may be `remedied' by `corrections' through lin-
guists.
Programs in linguistics have been suggested as a `remedy' for negative atti-
tudes { usually targeted at teachers { by a number of linguists. Some stress
the role of linguistics for attitude change rather strongly, such as, concern-
ing attitudes toward African American Vernacular English (AAVE), Abdul-
Hakim 2002, and Okawa 2000;2 others mention it only as one measure out of
a whole catalog of suggestions, or recommend it while cautioning against its
assumed limited eectiveness, e.g. Taylor 1973, 199; Shuy 1970, 176; Bowie
and Bond 1994; Baugh 2001; Smitherman 2006, 138. The type of program
suggested of course diers greatly.
Similar assumption have been made concerning other languages and language
varieties (e.g. Loer 1980, 102).
What all these suggestion have in common is that they focus on the role of
the message in persuasive communication. Teaching linguistics is seen as a
means to inuence the belief system, and by which attitude change can be
eected.
2Wolfram 1999 urges the establishment of dialect awareness programs, but centers
his argumentation for them more on the presence of beliefs (that is: a specic type of
evaluative response to an attitude object which is connected with an underlying attitude
(cf. Eagly and Chaiken 1993, 11)) than on that of attitudes. Strictly speaking, therefore,
he does not belong into this category, though being, of course, closely associated with it.
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4.3 Language attitudes and linguistics: a side
study
This side study examines the impact that two introductory courses in syn-
chronic English linguistics had on German students' attitudes to German
dialects. It was designed to test the often reported `general knowledge' that
contact with linguistics (often not further specied) produces more positive
attitudes to basilectal language varieties. The fact that these course taught
English and not German linguistics should be seen as an advantage to the re-
search design: The questionnaires would have been perceived less as attitude
questions than as knowledge tests if they had been used within an introduc-
tory course for German linguistics, a danger that any attitude questionnaire
faces, but especially those used in a teaching context.
A questionnaire containing demographic questions and twelve language at-
titude questions in a simplied Likert format was distributed among two
introductory courses in synchronic English linguistics at two dierent uni-
versities: Aachen University and Siegen University. The rst version of the
questionnaire was handed out the beginning of the term, the second version
toward its end3. Participation was voluntary. Sucient time to complete the
questionnaire during class was given. Students remained anonymous.
Questionnaires lled out by the same person could be matched by a identi-
cation code consisting of a combination of letters and numbers based on the
subjects' date of birth and his or her parents' rst names. Only those pre-test
questionnaires that could be matched with their post-test equivalents were
retained.
The Aachen data was collected during the winter term 2005/2006 in the
lecture of Prof. Meyer, the Siegen data during the winter term 2006/2007 in
the class of Dr. Arndt-Lappe. In Aachen, the questionnaires were distributed
by the researcher, in Siegen by the class's teacher.
4.3.1 The subjects
For the Aachen group, a total of 66 valid questionnaire pairs forms the ba-
sis of the analysis. In some cases, a person refused to note down his or her
identication code; in some cases, he or she might have misinterpreted the in-
structions on one occasion and interpreted it correctly on the other occasion,
making matching his or her questionnaires impossible; several students that
3In the Aachen group, it was distributed at the rst and the last lecture, in the Siegen
group at the third and at the last two meetings.
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were present in the rst week might have missed the lecture in the last week,
and vice versa. All this resulted in this relative low number of complete sets,
compared to total number of questionnaires (169 for the pre-test, 131 for the
post-test). Since the questionnaire was in German and centered around Ger-
man language dialects, subjects with native languages other than German
were eliminated from the list, further reducing the number of analyzed ques-
tionnaires. Questionnaires by individuals indicating bi- or multilingualism
and identifying German as one of their native languages were retained.
The Siegen sample analyzed here consists of 19 questionnaire pairs, selected
from the total number of questionnaires (102 for the pre-test, 30 for the post-
test) in an identical fashion.
For the Aachen sample, the average age of subjects was 20,7 years, with a
modus of 19 years. The youngest subject was 18, the oldest 30 years old (for
details see Table 4.1).
49 subjects were female, 17 male.
Age 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 26 27 30
Number 1 24 17 9 5 5 1 1 1 2
Table 4.1: Age of subjects (Aachen)
22 labeled themselves as dialect speakers, two of those with some hesitation.
All stated that their dialect was German (as opposed to Austrian or Swiss);
one person stated that she spoke both a German and a non-German dialect.
52 out of 66 students participated in a teacher training program (\Lehramtsstu-
denten"). 14 subjects did not oer details of their combination of studied
subjects. All subjects that indicated their course of studies studied En-
glish literature and/or linguistics, usually in combination with other subjects
within or outside the humanities.
Only 17 subjects indicated prior contact with linguistics.4
The age structure of the Siegen group was similar. The average age was 20.7
years, with a modus of 20 years, the youngest subject being 19 and the oldest
subject 27. For details, again, please see Table 4.2.
For this sample, sex was better balanced: 11 subjects were female, 8 were
4If contact with linguistics improves attitudes toward basilectal varieties, it is very
unlikely that repeated contact (as is the case with those 17 subjects) worsens attitudes.
Either attitudes should be further improved, or, more likely, remain stable. The number
of subjects with prior contact with linguistics, therefore, is relevant only in so far as a
very high number of such individuals in a sample might reduce the overall eects when
assessed using the Bortz modication, discussed below.
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Age 19 20 21 22 23 27
Number 4 7 4 2 1 1
Table 4.2: Age of subjects (Siegen)
male.
8 identied themselves as speakers of a German dialect, 11 did not.
The great majority, 17 out of 19, participated in the teacher training pro-
gram. Two students did not indicate the subjects they studied, all other
studied a combination of subjects including English language/English lin-
guistics.
Four subject had had prior contact with linguistics, 15 had not.
4.3.2 The questionnaire
The twelve attitude questions were designed in a simplied Likert format.
They use the usual ve-gradation answer scale, but were created with less
pre-testing than is normally recommended for a Likert scale.
The statements were selected from a pool of intuitively chosen opinion state-
ments. Each class of evaluative responding is represented by four statements.
Aective responding by statements 1, 2, 7 and 10:
 1: \A person speaking dialect is directly unappealing to me."
 2: \I am glad to be able to speak dialect/unhappy to be unable to
speak dialect."
 7: \Dialects are nice"
 10:\I think that Standard German sounds nicer than dialects."
Behavior/behavior intention by statements 3, 5, 9 and 11:
 3: \I would refuse to read a book written in dialect."
 5: \If I could watch a theater play in dialect or in Standard German,
I would chose the one in dialect."
 9: \As an employer I would always hire the most qualied candidate,
even if this person spoke dialect."
 11:\If I were a teacher, I would reprimand students speaking dialect."
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And cognitive responding by statements 4, 6, 8 and 12:
 4: \Dialects and standard language do not dier in their degree of
complexity.'
 6: \Whether somebody speaks dialect or not implies nothing about his
degree of education."
 8: \Dialects are a broken form of German."
 12: \Dialects are more ecient than Standard German since they re-
quire less movements of lips and tongue for their pronunciation."
Two statements in each dimension are considered to express a positive atti-
tude to dialects, and two a negative attitude (see Table 4.3 for details). The
twelve questions were randomly sorted.
Number Statement Dimension Orientation
1 unappealing person aective negative
2 glad to speak dialect aective positive
3 book behavior negative
4 complexity cognitive positive
5 theater play behavior positive
6 education cognitive positive
7 nice aective positive
8 broken form of German cognitive negative
9 employer behavior positive
10 Standard German sounds nicer aective negative
11 teacher behavior negative
12 movements of lips and tongue cognitive negative
Table 4.3: Overview questionnaire items
As it is generally the case with Likert-style questionnaires, this scale is or-
dinal. The point of origin (the point in the scale of the perfectly neutral
statement) and the exact dierences between statements are unknown. Or-
dinal scale level means that all mathematical operations involving addition,
subtraction, multiplication and division are problematic, and so are statis-
tical methods such as calculating the arithmetic middle (see also section
2.3.1.4). I will attempt an interpretation of this data using only unproblem-
atic methods.
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4.3.3 Results
During scoring, a \strong agreement" with a question expressing a positive
attitude would receive a score of ve, with questions expressing a negative
attitude a score of one (Standard scoring). \strong disagreement" would lead
to a score of one in positive attitude questions, and a score of ve in negative
attitude questions. The three responses in between were graded accordingly
with scores from 2 to 4, a score of three signifying the \neither nor" reply
(see Table 4.4 for examples).
Positive attitude questions
Example: \Dialects are nice"
Strong agr. Slight agr. Neither nor Slight disagr. Strong disagr.
5 4 3 2 1
Negative attitude questions
Example: \I think that Standard German sounds nicer than dialects."
Strong agr. Slight agr. Neither nor Slight disagr. Strong disagr.
1 2 3 4 5
Table 4.4: Coding
Occasionally, a subject left a question blank. This was then coded as \NA".
As can be seen in Figures 4.1 to 4.6, the evaluative behavior for each item
on the rst and second questionnaire were rather similar for most items.
I tested the following hypotheses:
H1: The introductory course in linguistics did improve attitudes toward Ger-
man dialects.
H0: The introductory course in linguistics did not improve attitudes toward
German dialects.
I decided to use a directed H1 since I wished to test the frequently made claim
that contact with linguistics improves language attitude, while the opposite
claim, that contact with linguistics has a negative inuence on language at-
titudes, is not normally made.
Since I had a dependent sample in ordinal scale level, I decided to use the
exact binomial test. All calculations were performed using R: A Language
and Environment for Statistical Computing (binom.test, option: greater (di-
rected hypothesis)). All calculations were done twice, rst neglecting cases
in which no change occurred, and second using the modication suggested
by Bortz and Lienert to account for those no-change-cases (cf. Bortz and
Lienert 1998, 175).
Only one question showed a signicant change on the 5% level: question 4,
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Figure 4.1: Cognitive Dimension - Aachen
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Figure 4.2: Aective Dimension - Aachen
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Figure 4.3: Behavioral Dimension - Aachen
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Figure 4.4: Cognitive Dimension - Siegen
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Figure 4.5: Aective Dimension - Siegen
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Figure 4.6: Behavioral Dimension - Siegen
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and even this question only for the Aachen group.5 In all other cases, changes
between pre- and posttest did occur, but were not signicant (see Tables 4.5
and 4.6).
Question positive negative no change NA binomial Bortz
1 24 15 26 1 0.0998 0.1605
2 11 21 33 1 0.975 0.9157
3 21 18 26 1 0.3746 0.4022
4 26 12 22 6 0.01678 0.04623
5 17 14 35 0 0.3601 0.4022
6 13 12 41 0 0.5 0.5
7 17 19 30 0 0.6911 0.6439
8 21 17 24 4 0.3136 0.3518
9 7 13 43 3 0.9423 0.813
10 21 11 32 2 0.05509 0.1302
11 20 16 30 0 0.3089 0.3561
12 16 17 33 0 0.6358 0.6043
Total 214 185 375 18 0.08045 0.1569
Table 4.5: Binomial test results Aachen
Question 4 was one of the cognitive dimension questions: \Dialects and stan-
dard language do not dier in their degree of complexity." From a linguistic
point of view, of course, the case is clear: There is no dierence in complexity
between Standard German and the various German dialects. This is a fact
that is usually highlighted by the instructor using examples of grammatical
constructions present in his native dialect that Standard German lacks. The
reactions to these demonstrations are usually hilarious laughter { not nec-
essarily because students consider this dialect to be ridiculous, but rather
stemming from their surprise at hearing a professor of linguistics speaking
in dialect during a formal lecture. The form of reaction should warrant that
students keep this part of the lecture in memory. Therefore, it would have
been very surprising indeed, if no change had taken place here at all. It is
dicult to establish, though, whether the change is due to a change of the
underlying attitude - or even of the individuals' personal beliefs { or whether
the question was perceived and answered as a mere exam-like test-question.
Figure 4.7 illustrates the changes that occurred. The vertical indicates the
evaluative behavior before the lecture, the horizontal after the lecture. The
5Due to the extremely small sample size of the Siegen group, minor eects would be
extremely dicult to prove. The absence of statistically relevant eects does not exclude
the possibility of there being an eect, but it makes it plausible that if such an eect
exists, it would be rather small.
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Question positive negative no change NA binomial Bortz
1 3 2 14 0 0.5 0.5
2 3 3 13 0 0.6563 0.5927
3 7 3 8 1 0.1719 0.2403
4 8 7 4 0 0.5 0.5
5 6 3 10 0 0.2539 0.3238
6 2 4 13 0 0.8906 0.7597
7 6 2 11 0 0.1445 0.2403
8 5 9 5 0 0.9102 0.881
9 2 4 13 0 0.8906 0.7597
10 2 8 8 1 0.9893 0.9519
11 2 5 12 0 0.9375 0.8204
12 4 4 11 0 0.6367 0.5927
Total 50 54 122 2 0.6879 0.6302
Table 4.6: Binomial test results Siegen
black highlighted elds indicate those subjects that did not change their eval-
uation. The gray highlighted elds indicate subjects whose answer behavior
underwent major changes, i.d. from a negative evaluation (\1" or \2") to a
non-negative (neutral \3" or positive \4" and \5") evaluation.
It can be seen that a relatively large group (21 individuals) changed from
a negative to a neutral-positive result, while only very few individuals (8)
changed from a neutral-positive to a negative reply.
If you compare the results concerning question 4 with those of question 8
(\Dialects are a broken form of German."), the dierence is stunning. Ques-
tion 8 is, from a linguistic point of view, just as straightforward as question
4. It is also as likely to be covered in an average introduction to linguistics
(though probably not applied to the question of German dialects) as ques-
tion 8. But nearly as many students changed their opinion to the negative
as to the positive end of the scale. Why there was an eect concerning ques-
tion 4 but none concerning question 8 is an open question. I assume that
without the `fun presentation' that is regularly part of this lecture (and that,
probably, was not employed by the lecturer of the Siegen group), the eect
concerning question 4 would have been nil as well. The signicant change
in item 4 cannot be attributed to attitude change, but merely to `studied
knowledge' not integrated (or integrated without signicant eect on the
overall attitudes) into the belief system associated with this attitude object.
If such an attitude change had occurred, a more widespread change in answer
behavior should be observable.
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Figure 4.7: Question 4
To summarize the results: There was no signicant change in any aective
dimension question. There was no signicant change in any behavior di-
mension question. There was signicant change in one out of four cognitive
dimension question for one of the two samples. Signicant change in one
out of twelve indicators of a construct does not justify assuming change in
the underlying construct (in this case, change in the underlying attitude).
I therefore do not reject H0: The introductory course in linguistics did not
improve attitudes toward German dialects.
It must be concluded that if the questionnaire did indeed measure attitudes
toward German dialects, even if only in a `quick and dirty' way, that mere
contact with linguistic knowledge { in the form of a general introductory
course { is not an eective means for improving attitudes toward basilectal
language varieties.
4.4 Language attitudes and linguistics: out-
look on the main study
In this chapter, I have highlighted the multitude of factors that, according to
dierent theories of attitude change, inuence attitudes. I have also shown
that for many linguists, sending a message with a specic content, that is,
teaching linguistics, is seen as an eective or at least feasible way to create
attitude change in regard to basilectal language varieties. I have conducted
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a preliminary study to test this hypothesis, and could not nd a direct re-
lationship between studying introductory linguistics and improved attitudes
toward basilectal varieties. In the following chapter, I will present the main
study in which I, again, tried to check the eectiveness of this approach to
attitude change.
Chapter 5
Study
So far, I have shown that for a sample of German students of English Studies,
contact with linguistics had no inuence on their attitudes toward German
dialects. In this study, I will look at American teachers and their attitudes
toward AAVE. Besides the obvious dierences in sample and attitude object,
the methodology for this study also diers signicantly. Instead of using a
pretest-posttest format, an ex-post-facto format was used, i.e. the currently
held attitudes of subjects were viewed in relation to past experience (e.g.
linguistics classes). Instead of using a simplied Likert scale, a Thurstone
scale was developed. The main focus lay on studying the interrelationship
between contact with linguistics and attitudes toward AAVE, but the data
collected surprisingly revealed highly relevant characteristics of the inner
structure of those attitudes measured, which I will address in detail in the
following sections as well.
5.1 Methods
In this study, data was collected using online questionnaires, comprising a
Thurstone scale and a scale for the self-assessment of degree of contact with
linguistics, plus questions that elicited demographic data and one question
that asked whether the subject had perceived an eect of contact with lin-
guistics on their attitudes toward AAVE.
5.1.1 The questionnaire
In this section, I will outline the steps that led to the creation of the ques-
tionnaire, especially the creation of the Thurstone attitude scale.
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Label Frequency
African American English 32 (62.7%)
African American Vernacular English 28 (54.9%)
Black English 38 (74.5%)
Black English Vernacular 27 (52.9%)
Black Speech 26 (52%)
Broken English 38 (77.6%)
Ebonics 48 (92.3%)
Non-Standard English 41 (80.4%)
Slang 48 (92.3%)
Street Slang 30 (58.8%)
Vernacular Black English 25 (50%)
Table 5.1: Labels recognized by at least 50% of teachers
5.1.1.1 Choice of terminology
For my purposes, the ideal label:
 Is understood by all subjects.
 Carries roughly the same denotative meaning for all subjects.
 Is not considered oensive by any subject.
 Should not be in itself highly evaluative.
 Should be neutral in its wording and not create tautologies or contra-
dictions in the nished items (e.g. Black Slang is not suitable if you
use items such as \Black Slang is slang", or African American English
is problematic when used together with the item \African American
English is a form of English". ).
 And is, ideally, short enough to allow for elegant and simple wording
of items.
Concerning the rst criterion, I based my decision on the side study on us-
age/recognition of synonyms for AAVE by teachers b discussed in section
2.1.3. I include all terms that were recognized by at least 50% of the sam-
ple of 87 U.S. teachers, teaching assistants and students undergoing teacher
training (cf. Buendgens-Kosten 2006). For a list, see Table 5.1.
Concerning criterion two, I rst deleted those terms from the list that can
refer to more varieties of English than AAVE, and those that refer to only
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a subgroup of what is subsumed by AAVE. For the most part, this was an
intuitive choice. Only for Ebonics did I back this decision up with empirical
data 1. I deleted the following terms: Broken English, Ebonics, Non-Standard
English, Slang, Street Slang.
The next criterion, inoensiveness of terms, leads to the deletion of all terms
including Black. Black is not deemed an oensive term by everybody, but
since African American seems to be considered more neutral, I preferred this
term. Black English, Black English Vernacular, Black Speech, Vernacular
Black English were discarded.
Broken English, Slang, Street Slang are highly evaluative terms (slang is not
an evaluative term for linguistis, but it is for non-linguistis), and were there-
fore likewise discarded. The aforementioned study on the use of Ebonics by
laypeople also raised the question whether Ebonics has, for many individuals,
highly negative connotations. It was not, though, discarded on this reason
alone.
The next criterion had no eect on choice of labels, since items were chosen
in such a way that tautological (or contradictory) questions such as \Black
slang is slang" or \African American English is not a form of English" were
avoided.
The only labels that were not discarded during this process were African
American English and African American Vernacular English. Of these, the
rst one is slighter shorter, which is a small advantage over the alternative
African American Vernacular English.
I decided to favor African American English over African American Vernac-
ular English, rst, because it was recognized slightly more often by teachers,
and secondly, because the absence of vernacular, a term dened in varying
fashions by linguists which may be more confusing than elucidating for some
laypeople, was considered an advantage.
It was decided, though, that even though African American English was to
be the term used for the actual items, the questionnaire would receive a short
introduction referring to diering language use, and helping individuals who
might use a dierent term themselves to interpret African American English
correctly.
Using such a short explanatory text is a double-edged sword. In this study,
we wish to study the inuence of contact with linguistics on pre-existing atti-
tudes. Theoretically it is possible that individuals receive this questionnaire
who did not previously identify an entity like \AAVE", and to whom this
1I am concerned that in the non-linguistic community, Ebonics is used almost exclu-
sively to refer to an AAVE-based slang (cf. Buendgens-Kosten 2007), and less often used
to refer to the full range of AAVE registers.
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concept is entirely new. They might understand the explanation, and they
may form an attitude concerning this new attitude object instantaneously. In
such a case, we would not be measuring pre-existing attitudes, but creating
attitudes in our subjects2.
Barnes 1998 (discussed before in Section 2.1.2) found that in a sample of
Southern U.S. students, more than 90 percent of subjects were aware of the
existence of \Ebonics". Only nine out of 420 students asked were not aware
in any way whatsoever of \Ebonics"(cf. Barnes 1998 12). These numbers
may be slightly lower today because of the time passed since the \Oakland
controversy", but, for the absolute majority of subjects studied here, the
mere awareness of an entity \Ebonics", \Black English", \AAVE", etc. can
safely be assumed to be present; the data in Table 5.1 also supports this
assumption. Therefore, the risk of creating the attitude object by asking for
attitudes toward it is extremely low in this specic context. The advantage,
i.e. giving subjects who customarily use another term to refer to AAVE the
certainty that they have interpreted the label used in the questionnare cor-
rectly, is believed to outweight this risk.
5.1.1.2 Constructing the scale
5.1.1.2.1 Selection of items Thurstone compiled a list of ve criteria
that potential items have to fulll in order to be considered for a Thurstone
scale:
1. \The statements should be as brief as possible (...)."(Thurstone and
Chave 1929, 22)
2. \The statements should be such that they can be endorsed or rejected
in accordance with their agreement or disagreement with the attitude
of the reader." (Thurstone and Chave 1929, 22)
2Of course, this problem is irrelevant for researchers with a strong constructionist
view: \According to this perspective, people often lack preconsolidated general evalua-
tions. When asked to report attitudes, people consider readily available information and
integrate this information into an overall attitudinal judgement." (Fabrigar et al. 2005,
80). The only dierence from a constructionist point of view would be that there is no pre-
existing knowledge structure for this newly introduced idea. While the concern discussed
here is irrelevant for representatives of a constructionist view of attitudes, my solution will
not create any problems for this approach, while avoiding problems if the more traditional
approach to attitudes holds.
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3. \Every statement should be such that acceptance or rejection of the
statement does indicate something regarding the reader's attitude about
the issue in question." (Thurstone and Chave 1929, 22)
4. \Double-barreled statements should be avoided (...)." (Thurstone and
Chave 1929, 23)
5. \One must insure that at least a fair majority of the statements really
belong on the attitude variable that is to be measured." (Thurstone
and Chave 1929, 23)
Additionally, there is one more characteristic potential items must have that
dierentiates them e.g. from those suitable for other types of scales. In a
Thurstone scale, items of dierent scale value are needed, that, if arranged in
the order of degree of positiveness or negativeness, should ideally look like a
string of beads: You have one extremely negative item, one item that is very
negative, but slightly less negative than the most negative one, then you have
an item that is still quite negative, but not as negative as the very negative
one, etc. Likert scales (Likert's Simple method, that is), for example, need
the opposite type of items: items with a similar or, ideally, identical neutral
point and comparable extremity of the dierent other answer options.
This characteristic of potential Thurstone items is one of the main reason
why items from other scales can rarely be `recycled' for Thurstone scales.
Additionally, it is one of the reasons why the collection of items from only
one source, e.g. only interviews or only books on this topic, is problematic.
While moderately extreme opinions are regularly expressed, truly extreme
opinions are expressed less often (this is especially true for formal or semi-
formal situations, such as interviews). Neutral attitudes may be expressed in
casual conversations, but are rarely quoted in books, articles, or other media.
The collection of items of the neutral part of the attitude spectrum proved to
be so dicult at times, that Thurstone explicitly permits violating the rule
to avoid double-barreled statements if this violation yields neutral items (cf.
Thurstone and Chave 1929, 23).
Potential sources for Thurstone scale items are:
1. Interviews/questionnaires eliciting opinion statements (cf. Thurstone
and Chave 1929, 22).
2. Search of current (non-linguistic) literature (cf. Thurstone and Chave
1929, 22). This might be e.g. newspaper articles about AAVE, posts
on online bulletin boards or blogs, etc.
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3. Linguistic literature.
4. To a very limited degree: `recycling' older questionnaires.
5. Intuitive choice.
The rst two options seem to be the preferable ones, but for parts of the atti-
tude continuum that are dicult to cover otherwise, the other three methods
might also prove helpful additions.
The items used in this study were, in the main, extracted from an internet
source: UrbanDictionary.com.3 UrbanDictionary is an interactive website
where users dene { often in a humorous way { terms they consider to be
`urban'. It contains a wide variety of slang terms and common usage terms
dened from an `urban' perspective. All denitions available for \Ebonics"
at January 2007 (a total of 70 denitions { two denitions appearing twice
in the data set, two denitions discussing two separate meanings each) were
reviewed in order to extract suitable opinion statements of presumably dif-
ferent scale value. The informal style used at UrbanDictionary.com, while
making it an ideal source for more extreme items, made major rephrasing
necessary.
The majority of belief statements gathered from this source (presumably)
belongs to the AAVE-critical part of the attitude continuum, therefore, fur-
ther material was sought to guarantee a more balanced selection of opinion
statements for scaling. Opinion statements reported in linguistic literature
discussing the attitudes and beliefs of laypeople4 were collected; the opinion
statements were extracted and tested for suitability for Thurstone scaling.
Again, statements were rephrased.
A list of potential items had been compiled by collecting items from previous
studies (mostly Likert- and Osgood-scales)5, but in the end, none of the items
3Denitions were downloaded at 1/25/2007, from the following URLs:
www.urbandictionary.com/define.php?term=ebonics; www.urbandictionary.
com/define.php?term=ebonics&page2; www.urbandictionary.com/define.php?
term=ebonics&page3; www.urbandictionary.com/define.php?term=ebonics&page4;
www.urbandictionary.com/define.php?term=ebonics&page5; www.urbandictionary.
com/define.php?term=ebonics&page6; www.urbandictionary.com/define.php?
term=ebonics&page7; www.urbandictionary.com/define.php?term=ebonics&page8;
www.urbandictionary.com/define.php?term=ebonics&page9; www.urbandictionary.
com/define.php?term=ebonics&page10.
4The following publications supplied items included in the nished scale: Shuy 1970,
Lippi-Green 1997, Lippi-Green 2000, Green 2002, Niedzielski and Preston 2003
5Items from the following studies were taken into consideration: Blake and Cutler 2003
(cf. Hoover et al. 1996; Taylor 1973); Bowie and Bond 1994; Cecil 1988; Covington 1975;
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thus collected were included in the nal version of the questionnaire.
The selected process of scaling selected made it necessary to strictly limit
the number of items scaled. The total number subjected to scaling was 13.
The items so selected, including their sources, are listed in Table 5.3.
5.1.1.2.2 Paired comparisons A program was written by the author
with which the items could be matched into pairs. In order to avoid order
eects, the `orientation' of item pairs (e.g. whether you ask a judge to com-
pare item X with item Y, or item Y with item X) was randomized, using
both orientations equally (or nearly equally in the case of odd numbers of
pairs) often. Additionally, the item pairs were shued (i.e. randomized), so
that \item 1 vs item 2" was not always followed by \item 1 vs. tems 3". For
each judge, a newly randomized combination of item pair orientations and
item pair positions was used, to further minimize the danger of group-wide
order eects6.
A second tool, developed by Robert Kosten, was used to automatically trans-
fer the randomized item pairs into questionnaires, using an HTML/PHP site
and a MySQL database. An example of such a questionnaire can be found
in the appendix.
Volunteers for this questionnaire were recruited at www.livejournal.com,7
and at various online bulletin boards (forums.atozteacherstuff.com, www.
teacherfocus.com, www.proteacher.net, www.theteacherscorner.net).
Only teachers (or individuals employed by a school whose job description
included teaching, i.e. substitute teachers and some teaching assistants) res-
ident in the United States were chosen as subjects for the scaling process.
Figure 5.1 shows the owchart of the online questionnaire. Subjects were
oered an incentive of a $2 donation on their behalf to one of three charities.
5.1.1.2.3 Scale construction The data collected was analyzed accord-
ing to Allen Edwards's description of case V of the law of comparative judg-
ment. Case V makes certain plausible (though unproven) assumptions, e.g.
that all standard deviations are equal (cf. Edwards 1957, 27). I have chosen
Robinson 1996; Taylor 1973; White et al. 1998; Abrams and Hogg 1987; Williams et al.
1976
6This program is available, under the GNU General Public Licence, from www.judith.
buendgens-kosten.de/e_downloads.php.
7Advertising for the questionnaire was posted in the following interest groups:
1st yr teachers, 4thgrade, arted, art teachers, educators, disabledteacher, elem ed,
 teachers, frenchteacher, history teacher, history teachers, lesson plans, math teachers,
mdlschltchr, music education, ne teachers, real teaching, scienceteachers, substitutes,
teach electives, teachergoths, teaching math, teaching, teaching sp ed, urban teachers
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No Item Item source
1 African American English
is broken English.
\Broken english used by African-Americans (ebo-americans?) and
white wanna-be gen-X-ers.\ (Urban Dictionary, Denition 18)
2 Speaking African Ameri-
can English is an indicator
for laziness.
"When backed into a corner, you can always claim that it has some-
thing to do with a sort of symbolism or is a dening trait that makes
your race great, versus own up to the fact that it is essentially laziness
at it's<sic> nest.\ (Urban Dictionary, Denition 1); "Has a relation
to poor education but leans more towards laziness, if educated\ (Ur-
ban Dictionary, Denition 42)
3 Speakers of African Ameri-
can English do not express
complete thoughts.
"They don't realize that they aren't making a complete thought.\
(Shuy 1970)
4 African American English
is not cool.
"Simply put,ebonics is not cool, at all.\ (Urban Dictionary, Denition
26)
5 African American English
has very little grammar.
"It is generally spoken in the " hood\ (neighborhood) and has almost
no dened syntactical structure. Also of note is the almost complete
lack of conjugation of verbs ("I be\, "she be\, "thems be\, etc) and
the mixing of pronouns. (Urban Dicionary, Denition 5)
6 Speaking African Ameri-
can English can cause di-
culties on the job market.
"In corporate America, if you want to put an extra burden, a yoke on
your neck, then speak slang, speak incorrect English and grammar,
because youre not going to get the job.\; "speaking correctly is an
indication (...) to the person who is going to hire you that perhaps
maybe you can do the job.\ (Lippi-Green 1997)
7 African American English
is a perfectly normal thing
in American media.
"An evolving form of American English popularized in multimedia.\
(Urban Dictionary, Denition 17); "White America use black dialect
on commercials every day.\ (Lippi-Green 1997)
8 African American English
diers from other forms of
speech.
"they have a dierent slang than white people do\ (Niedzielski and
Preston 2003)
9 African American English
is very structured.
"And that was the point at which everybody suddenly discovered that
Black English actually is a very structured dialect of its own. That it
has grammatical patterns.\ (Niedzielski and Preston 2003)
10 African American English
has a place at the home of
its speakers.
"But where does it have a place then.\ "Hey at home.\ (Niedzielski
and Preston 2003)
11 African American English
is used to strengthen a
common identity between
its speakers.
"So we gotta have our survival mechanism within our community.
And our language is it. It lets us know that we all in this thing
together\ (Lippi-Green 2000)
12 It would be a terrible thing
to lose African American
English.
"The worst of all possible things that could happen would be to lose
that language.\ (Lippi-Green 1997)
13 African American English
can add avour and soul to
a poem, song or novel.
"Regardless of the 'genuineness` of the dialect, regardless of how re-
markably it may add avor and soul to a poem or song or novel\(Green
2002)
Table 5.3: List of items selected for scaling
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Figure 5.1: Flowchart of the paired comparisons questionnaire
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case V because only case V provides a method of analysing realistic (i.e. not
textbook-perfect) datasets eciently. After the actual paired comparisons
were conducted, an F-matrix was assembled. An F-matrix indicates with
which frequency each column stimulus was judged more favorably than the
row stimulus. In a second step, a P-matrix was created by multiplying the
cell entries of the F-matrix with the reciprocal of N (=number of judges).
In a third step, a Z-matrix was created. Each value in the P-matrix was
looked up in a table of normal deviates for normal distributions contained
in the appendix of Edwards 1957 to determine the Z-values for the P-matrix
entries. In principle, the arithmetic mean of all entries in each column of the
Z-matrix constitute the scale values of the item represented by this column
(cf. Edwards 1957, 31-37). If the Z-matrix is incomplete, which is usually
the case, a slightly dierent approach has to be used.
Thurstone's technique of scale construction is based on the fact that some-
times people err about which stimulus is more positive than the other. If you
hold two stones, one stone being 500 g (stone A), the other being 550 g (stone
B), and try to estimate which one is heavier, you might judge correctly or
incorrectly. If you ask N judges to estimate which one is heavier, it is likely
that more individuals judge the second one as heavier, though not all. If you
give the same number of judges two stones, one weighting 500 g and the other
600 g (stone C), the ratio of judges who judge correctly will grow larger. If
you learn that, in the rst case, 40% think that A is heavier than B, and
60% that B is heavier than A, and, in the second case, that 30% think that
A is heavier and 70% that C is heavier, you not only learn that B is heavier
than A and C is heavier than A, the dierence in proportion of judges that
decided one way or the other tells you that the dierence between A and C
is larger than between A and B, and that, therefore, C is heavier than B,
which again is heavier than A. If you, though, use stones weighting 500 g and
1000 g, all judges will agree that the second stone is heavier than the rst.
Their reaction to the dierence between 500 g and 1.000 g will be the same
as to 500 g and 10,000 g: 100% agreement amongst judges. From this rating
behavior, no conclusion can be drawn. The 1,000 g stone is heavier than
the 500 g stone, and the 10,000 g stone is heavier than the 500 g stone, but
whether the 1,000 g stone or the 10,000 g stone is heavier cannot be deduced
from the estimations of judges. Edwards 1957 recommends that, with an N
around 100, cell values below 0.02 and above 0.98 should be discarded; that
is, you should allow for around 2% invalid judgments (due to e.g. uncooper-
ative judges) in your data.8 Each time, therefore, that a very high or very
8According to Edwards 1957, with an N=100, cell values below 0.02 and above 0.98
should be discarded. With an N=20, I choose to discard all data below 0.1 and above 0.9,
CHAPTER 5. STUDY 135
low value appears in the F-matrix, it is discarded, and an incomplete matrix
is the consequence. This is no sign of faulty item choice. It is merely the
consequence of items of very dierent `weight' (a necessary prerequisite for
measuring attitudes in a community with potentially very diverse attitudes)
having been included in the pool for scaling.
With incomplete data sets, you estimate missing cells based on the data pro-
vided by adjacent columns (cf. Edwards 1957, 40).
All matrices can be found in the appendix (6.3).
5.1.1.2.4 Internal consistency check I applied the internal consis-
tency check suggested by Edwards 1957 (37.). Basically, I created a hy-
pothetical P-matrix, a P'-matrix, based on the scale values I had calculated,
and compared this theoretical P'-matrix with the P-matrix that served as a
basis for calculating these scale values in the rst place. First, a Z'-matrix,
that is a matrix of theoretical Z-values, was calculated from the scale values.
This Z'-matrix was then converted into a P'-matrix (using the same table
that had been used to convert the P-matrix into the Z-matrix). In a third
step, the cell values of the P'-matrix were subtracted from the corresponding
cell values of the P-matrix. The arithmetic mean was calculated for each
column of the resulting matrix, and a mean across columns was calculated
(Z' matrix, P' matrix and matrix of dierences between P and P' have been
included in the appendix (6.3).). A relatively high mean, i.e. a relatively
low measure for internal consistency, was to be expected. A value of around
0.025 to 0.03, as recommended by Edwards, is dicult to reach if the small-
est gradations in the data used are on the level of 0.05, as is the case with
an N=20. The nal mean was 0.23.
The internal consistency test (cf. Edwards 1957) yielded a higher than rec-
ommended value. The scale values constitute merely rough estimations of
relative distance between items and should not be overinterpreted. The scal-
ing is reliable enough to determine a rough ordering of items, but the exact
order of items very close to each other on the attitude continuum may be
open to debate.
5.1.1.2.5 The nished scale 5.5 contains an overview over the items
and their scale values.
Items in order of scale value (from most positive, to most negative):
making allowances for one uncooperative judge in my sample of twenty judges.
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No Item Scale
value
1 African American English is broken English. 216
2 Speaking African American English is an indicator
for laziness.
360
3 Speakers of African American English do not ex-
press complete thoughts.
239
4 African American English is not cool. 265
5 African American English has very little grammar. 190
6 Speaking African American English can cause dif-
culties on the job market.
174
7 African American English is a perfectly normal
thing in American media.
49
8 African American English diers from other forms
of speech.
125
9 African American English is very structured. 90
10 African American English has a place at the home
of its speakers.
62
11 African American English is used to strengthen a
common identity between its speakers.
0
12 It would be a terrible thing to lose African Amer-
ican English.
87
13 African American English can add avour and soul
to a poem, song or novel.
41
Table 5.5: Scale values of items
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 11: African American English is used to strengthen a common identity
between its speakers.
 13: African American English can add avour and soul to a poem, song
or novel.
 7: African American English is a perfectly normal thing in American
media.
 10: African American English has a place at the home of its speakers.
 12: It would be a terrible thing to lose African American English.
 9: African American English is very structured.
 8: African American English diers from other forms of speech.
 6: Speaking African American English can cause diculties on the job
market.
 5: African American English has very little grammar.
 1: African American English is broken English.
 4: African American English is not cool.
 3: Speakers of African American English do not express complete
thoughts.
 2: Speaking African American English is an indicator for laziness.
This ordering of items based on scale values derived through Thurstone scal-
ing agrees, for the most part, with an intuitive ordering of items. One sur-
prising thing, perhaps, is that item 12 is only the 5th most positive item. If
viewed together with its scale values, though, this makes more sense. Item
12 has a scale value of 87 on a scale from 1 (most positive) to 360 (most
negative). It is only 12 scale points from item 10 (scale value 62), and 49
scale points from item 13 (scale value 41). Due to the relatively high num-
ber of positively evaluated items in this scale, item 12 may be perceived as
further away from the most positively evaluated item than it really is when
only looking at the relative ordering of items, not at the scale values of items.
They are, as their scale values reveal, fairly close to each other, especially
keeping the rather rough scaling done here in mind.
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5.1.1.3 Additional elements of the questionnaire
The questionnaire consisted of a short introduction, a block where general de-
mographic data was collected, a block where teaching-specic demographic
data was collected, a self-assessment of contact with linguistics, the main
part of the questionnaire, where subjects where asked to endorse or reject
the items of the attitude scale, accompanied by a second short introduction,
and a nal block where individuals were asked whether they had perceived
a relationship between contact with linguistics and language attitudes and
were invited to make any comment they liked. A short test question checked
whether the questionnaire had been manually completed, to exclude bot-
generated replies.
On a second page, individuals could enter their e-mail to receive further in-
formation, and could indicate whether they might be contacted with further
questions. The data derived through this second page was stored separately
from that of the rst page to protect subjects' anonymity.
On a third page, subjects were thanked for their participation, and their
choice whether or not they would receive further information was conrmed
(see 6.3 for details).
5.1.1.3.1 Self-evaluation of contact with linguistics It was decided
that an objective measurement of linguistic knowledge was not feasible. A
person might have head a lot of contact with one linguistic discipline (e.g. sec-
ond language acquisition/psycholinguistics), without any exposure to other
branches of linguistics. Therefore, a test of linguistic knowledge would have
to cover a wide range of topics. Additionally, a person might have had signif-
icant exposure to certain topics, but might have diculties to recall details
of what was learned. Such a person might answer test questions incorrectly,
or be unsure whether he/she really remembers a certain term, but might still
have experienced attitude change through the exposure to linguistics he/she
had. Instead of `measuring' the gain in content knowledge, I have limited
myself to measuring intensity of exposure.
Self-assessment took place along two dimensions. The rst dimension ad-
dresses intensity of contact. A guided format with ve gradations was used:
Contact with linguistics
 I have never had contact with linguistics in any form.
 I have had a little contact with linguistics (e.g. read an article in a
journal, watched a documentary)
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 I have had some contact with linguistics (e.g. attended at least one
seminar on linguistics at university or attended a teacher training work-
shop, read one or more books on linguistics)
 I have had a lot contact with linguistics (e.g. attended several seminars
on linguistics at university, etc.)
 I am a linguist (e.g. degree in linguistics)
The second dimension is one of context of exposure:
Overall, I had contact with linguistics
 in my freetime (hobbies and entertainment)
 through my job (e.g. on-the-job training, books and journals for teach-
ers)
 during university training
Subjects could, of course, have been exposed to linguistics through a variety
of means, therefore they were able to chosoe more than one option here.
5.1.1.4 Technical characteristics of the questionnaire
The frontend of the questionnaire consists of a HTML/PHP site. Data was
stored in a MySQL database.
5.1.2 Conducting the study
Volunteers were recruited through blogs, online bulletin boards and Yahoo
groups catering to American teachers. A certain number of school principals
were contacted with information on the research project and asked to dis-
tribute information to teachers at their school. Two volunteers were obtained
through personal contacts.
5.1.2.1 Subjects
A total of 193 responses to the questionnaire were collected. From this col-
lection, I excluded responses based on the following criteria:
1. If, based on the time of posting and the content of the response, a dou-
ble posting could be assumed, the older version was deleted. Subject
77, Subject 94
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2. Individuals who had teaching experience only at university or only at
private teaching institutions that did not constitute schools (e.g. pri-
vate music teachers) were excluded.
college: Subject 23, Subject 39, Subject 44, Subject 86, Subject 152
non-school: Subject 14, Subject 36, Subject 49, Subject 52, Subject 65
3. Individuals with purely administrative functions who do not nor ever
did teach, were excluded. Individuals undergoing teacher training were
retained, as they are, in a way, future teachers. The questionnaires
from retired or unemployed teachers were retained for similar reasons.
administration: Subject 52, Subject 129, Subject 142, Subject 181
unset: Subject 111, Subject 159
4. Responses marked as \test" were deleted. Subject 111
5. Responses not indicating a state were excluded. Subject 4, Subject 159
6. Individuals who did not answer the `bot test' question, or answered
it incorrectly, were checked `manually' for bot-inuence. They were
obviously human-made and were retained in the sample.
7. Individuals who did not reply to the \understood" question, i.e. to
the question that followed the short explanation of what is meant by
\African American English" in this questionnaire, asking whether the
person understood the term, or answered they did not understand it,
were excluded from the sample. Subject 92, Subject 144, Subject 155
171 questionnaires were retained in the sample.
5.1.2.1.1 Make-up of the sample 154 (90.0%) subjects are female, 17
(9.9%) are male.
Volunteers were encouraged to describe their ethnicity9 in a free format. No
rubrik was imposed on them. I did, though, summarize subjects' ethnic self-
identications according to a simplied version of the U.S. Census format for
ethnicity/race outside of Hawaii (cf. U.S. Census Bureau nda). The majority
of subjects (87.2%) are of European American origin. For details, see Table
9I do not follow the U.S. Census' distinction between the notions of ethnicity and race
(cf. U.S. Census Bureau 2001), and use ethnicity in its widest possible sense.
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5.710.
White
non-
Hispanic
Hispanic Black
non-
Hispanic
AIAN
non-
Hispanic
Asian
non-
Hispanic
NHOPI
non-
Hispanic
Other/
Mixed
unset
Total 141 3 7 1 4 0 4 10
% 87.6 1.9 4.4 0.6 3.1 0 2.5 -
Table 5.7: Sample: Ethnicity
Subjects came from 37 dierent U.S. states: 2x AK, 3x AL, 6x AZ, 16x CA,
1x CO, 1x CT, 4x FL, 10x GA, 9x IL, 6x IN, 1x KS, 3x KY, 1x LA, 4x MA,
3x MD, 8x ME, 8x MI, 4x MN, 2x MO, 1x MS, 1x MT, 4x NC, 2x NE, 2x
NH, 8x NJ, 6x NV, 11x NY, 4x OH, 2x OR, 9x PA, 1x RI, 1x SC, 11x TX,
2x UT, 7x VA, 6x WA, 1x WI.
All Census Regions and Divisions are reected in this sample (see Table 5.8
and the accompanying map 5.211).
West Midwest South Northeast
42 37 48 44
Pacic Moun-
tain
West
North
Cen-
tral
East
North
Cen-
tral
West
South
Cen-
tral
East
South
Cen-
tral
South
At-
lantic
Middle
At-
lantic
New
Eng-
land
26 16 9 28 12 7 29 20 24
Table 5.8: Sample: Census Regions and Divisions
The average age is 36.6 years, with ages ranging from 21 to 65.
The younger teacher population is more strongly represented in the sample
than the older one. 72 subjects are in their 20's, 35 in their 30's, 28 in their
40's, 30 in their 50's, 5 in their 60's. One person did not indicate his/her age.
Subjects had an average of 9.5 years of teaching experience, ranging from 0
to 40 years. Ten subjects had no teaching experience.
10The categories for ethnic origin are a simplied version of those used by the U.S.
Census (cf. U.S. Census Bureau nda). NHOPI stands for `Native Hawaiian and Other
Pacic Islander', AIAN for `American Indian and Alaska Native'.
11This map is based on an image created by the U.S. Census Bureau (U.S. Department
of Commerce Economics and Statistics Administration U.S. Census Bureau, Geography
Division nd).
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Figure 5.2: Sample: Census Regions and Divisions
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All types of schools were covered. 6 subjects worked at/had worked at/were
undergoing teacher training for kindergarten, 54 at/for elementary school, 41
at/for middle school, 5 at/for junior high, 42 at/for high school, and 23 at
other forms of schools (including combinations of the above mentioned). 17
of these subjects had a special education professional background. 143 were
currently employed as teachers, 5 were retired or unemployed teachers, and
10 were undergoing teacher training. 10 were working in school administra-
tion, but either taught or had taught in the classroom as well. One subject
worked as an assistant teacher. Two subjects did not answer the question
concerning their current job status, but gave sucient information in other
parts of the questionnaire to determine that they fullled all conditions nec-
essary for being retained in the sample.
More important than the question of how many men and how many women,
or how many African Americans and how many European Americans an-
swered the questionnaire is the question in how far this sample is represen-
tative of the American teacher population as a whole.
Data concerning the teacher population was collected from the U.S. Census
of 2000 (cf. U.S. Census Bureau nda). I combined the data of four dier-
ent Census Occupation Codes: \Elementary and Middle School Teachers",
\Secondary School Teachers", \Special Education Teachers", and \Teach-
ing Assistants". I did not include \Preschool or Kindergarten Teachers"
and \Education Administrators". Both groups intersect with my sample.
Kindergarten teachers were included, preschool teachers were not. Educa-
tion administrators that actively teach or taught at a school were included,
administrators without current or former teaching duties were not. Students
undergoing teacher training and retired teachers are included in my sample,
but not in the data from the U.S. Census.
Occupation Male Female
Elementary and Middle School Teachers 656,145 2,469,180
Secondary School Teachers 318,685 453,775
Special Education Teachers 23,480 151,715
Teacher Assistants 77,315 838,605
Total 1075625 3,913,275
Percentage 21.6 78.4
Table 5.9: Teacher population: Sex
Of course, the sample here does not perfectly reect the make-up of the
teacher population as a whole. The number of women in my sample (90.0%)
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Occup. Total White
non-
Hispanic
Hispanic Black
non-
Hispanic
AIAN
non-
Hispanic
Asian
non-
Hispanic
NHOPI
non-
Hispanic
Other/
Mixed
Elem. &
Middle
School
T.
3,125,3202,572,850171,655 283,600 14,440 47,845 1,930 33,005
Secondary
School
T.
772,460 664,025 37,035 48,215 3,165 10,625 505 8,890
Teacher
Assis-
tants
915,915 625,700 123,195 123,185 9,365 20,440 1,100 12,935
Special
Ed.
175,190 151,060 7,155 12,125 980 1,775 210 1,890
Total 4,988,8854,013,635339,040 467,125 27,950 80,685 3,745 56,720
Percentage 100 80.5 6.8 9.4 0.6 1.6 0.1 1.1
Table 5.10: Teacher population: Ethnicity (simplied)
is slightly higher than in the U.S. Census (78.4%) (see also Table 5.9), as is
the number of White non-Hispanic subjects (87.6% as compared with 80.5%)
(see also Table 5.10). For the size of the sample, though, as well as for the
sampling method used, the sample reects the overall population fairly well.
In addition to sex and ethnicity, it reects all Census Districts and Regions.
See Table 5.11 for an overview on state level (Census data vs. sample data).
It must be assumed that the medium chosen, internet-based questionnaires,
inuenced the age structure of the sample. According to the U.S. Census,
17% of all public school, and 19% of all private school teachers are under the
age of 30 (cf. U.S. Census Bureau ndb). In my sample, which also included
students undergoing teacher training, 42.4% of subjects fell into that age
group. Younger individuals responded to the questionnaire much more of-
ten than older individuals. Still, the relevant age group has been completely
covered. The distortion in the age range that was to be expected can be
observed, but it is less extreme than might have been feared.
Comparing make-up of sample according to school type is slightly more dif-
cult, since the categories used here and those used by the U.S. Census
dier signicantly. First, the U.S. Census treats special education teach-
ers and assistant teachers as an occupation independent from school type.
It also subsumed elementary school and middle school into one category,
and has only one category for high school teachers. Kindergarten teachers,
which I treated as one category, are subsumed in one category together with
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State Census Percentage (Census) Sample Percentage (Sample)
Alabama 71560 1.43 3 1.75
Alaska 14280 0.29 2 1.17
Arizona 78610 1.58 6 3.51
Arkansas 43485 0.87 0 0
California 554160 11.11 16 9.36
Colorado 72845 1.46 1 0.58
Connecticut 72515 1.45 1 0.58
Delaware 13280 0.27 0 0
District of Columbia 7800 0.16 0 0
Florida 226695 4.54 4 2.34
Georgia 149305 2.99 10 5.85
Hawaii 22335 0.45 0 0
Idaho 23295 0.47 0 0
Illinios 216340 4.34 9 5.26
Indiana 99755 2 6 3.51
Iowa 55315 1.11 0 0
Kansas 58095 1.16 1 0.58
Kentucky 68080 1.36 3 1.75
Lousiana 81710 1.64 1 0.58
Maine 27265 0.55 8 4.68
Maryland 97425 1.95 3 1.75
Massachusetts 127930 2.56 4 2.34
Michigan 169205 3.39 8 4.68
Minnesota 97915 1.96 4 2.34
Mississippi 51155 1.03 1 0.58
Missouri 97290 1.95 2 1.17
Montana 18615 0.37 1 0.58
Nebraska 33445 0.67 2 1.17
Nevada 26260 0.53 6 3.51
New Hampshire 25930 0.52 2 1.17
New Jersey 173095 3.47 8 4.68
New Mexico 35265 0.71 0 0
New York 398845 7.99 11 6.43
North Carolina 140545 2.82 4 2.34
North Dakota 13105 0.26 0 0
Ohio 179800 3.6 4 2.34
Oklahoma 59180 1.19 0 0
Oregon 57500 1.15 2 1.17
Pennsylvania 201475 4.04 9 5.26
Rhode Island 20755 0.42 1 0.58
South Carolina 68905 1.38 1 0.58
South Dakota 15505 0.31 0 0
Tennessee 89860 1.8 0 0
Texas 411935 8.26 11 6.43
Utah 36990 0.74 2 1.17
Vermont 15845 0.32 0 0
Virginia 130320 2.61 7 4.09
Washington 95850 1.92 6 3.51
West Virginia 29870 0.6 0 0
Wisconsin 101390 2.03 1 0.58
Wyoming 10940 0.22 0 0
4988870 100 171 100
Table 5.11: Teacher population: States
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Occupation Number Percentage
Elementary and Middle School Teachers 3.125.325 80.18%
Secondary School Teachers 772.460 19.82%
Table 5.12: Teacher population: School type
preschool teachers. Again, the U.S. Census does not include students un-
dergoing teacher training or retired teachers. A comparison of my data with
that of the U.S. Census is therefore extremely rough. Keeping these problems
in mind: My sample contains 98 (66.9% as compared to 80.18% in the U.S.
Census) subjects with a background in elementary or middle schools, and
47 (33.1% as compared to 19.82% in the U.S. Census) subjects with a high
school background (leaving all additional categories aside) (see also Table
5.12).
5.2 Findings
In this section, I will rst discuss the general ndings concerning the attitude
scale, then those of the self-assessment of contact with linguistics, and nally,
the interrelationship between these two measures.
5.2.1 Overall attitudes
Table 5.13 shows the frequency with which items were endorsed or rejected
by the subjects. Table 5.14 shows the same data, arranged in order of item
scale value.
Item 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
Agree 68 25 141 153 72 139 63 68 77 73 163 31 110
Agree
(%)
39.8 14.6 82.5 89.5 42.1 81.3 36.8 39.8 45 42.7 95.3 18.1 64.3
Disagree 94 144 29 16 96 26 105 97 91 92 7 138 57
Disagree
(%)
55 84.2 17 9.4 56.1 15.2 61.4 56.7 53.2 53.8 4.1 80.7 33.3
Unset 9 2 1 2 3 6 3 6 3 6 1 2 4
Unset
(%)
5.3 1.2 0.6 1.2 1.8 3.5 1.8 3.5 1.8 3.5 0.6 1.2 2.3
Table 5.13: Agreement and disagreement with items
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Item 11 13 7 10 12 9 8 6 5 1 3 4 2
Scale
value
0 41 49 62 87 90 125 174 190 216 239 265 360
Agree 163 110 63 73 31 77 68 139 72 68 141 153 25
Agree
(%)
95.3 64.3 36.8 42.7 18.1 45 39.8 81.3 42.1 39.8 82.5 89.5 14.6
Disagree 7 57 105 92 138 91 97 26 96 94 29 16 144
Disagree
(%)
4.1 33.3 61.4 53.8 80.7 53.2 56.7 15.2 56.1 55 17 9.4 84.2
Unset 1 4 3 6 2 3 6 6 3 9 1 2 2
Unset
(%)
0.6 2.3 1.8 3.5 1.2 1.8 3.5 3.5 1.8 5.3 0.6 1.2 1.2
Table 5.14: Agreement and disagreement with items in order of scale value
More than 80% of subjects believe that AAVE was not cool, that speakers of
AAVE do not express complete thoughts, that speaking AAVE could cause
diculties on the job market. At the same time, more than 90% of subjects
also believe that AAVE is used to strengthen a common identity between its
speakers.
Endorsement is usually more informative than non-endorsement. If a person
endorses \I like AAVE", we know that this person likes AAVE. If he/she
does not endorse this item, he/she might adore AAVE and consider `like' too
weak a term, or dislike AAVE. In many instances, a person may also consider
a wording infelicitous, and decide not to endorse an item that corresponds,
or nearly corresponds, to his/her attitude. The existence of `gaps' within a
range of accepted items is therefore nothing surprising.
5.2.1.1 Latitude of acceptance
Many subjects demonstrated an extremely high latitude of acceptance12. I
dene Latitude of acceptance as the breadth of items on a (at least ordinal
scale level) scale agreed with by an individual. An extremely high latitude
means that subjects agree with items that are relatively far apart on the
attitude continuum, in several cases endorsing the complete range from scale
value 0 to 360.
See Figure 5.3 for an overview of the endorsements of some subjects. Each
12The notion of `latitude of acceptance' originally comes from social judgement theory
(cf. Eagly and Chaiken 1993, 93). I use it here without commiting to other theoretical
notions of this theory.
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Figure 5.3: Extract from data
row represents the responses of one subject. The latitude of acceptance is
highlighted in grey.
Table 5.15 shows an overview of the latitude of acceptance found for the
sample. I operationalized latitude of acceptance as scale value of the most
negative item endorsed minus the scale value of the most positive item en-
dorsed. Gaps between endorsed items were ignored. The highest possible
latitude of acceptance score is 360.
Latitude 0-90 91-180 181-270 270-360
1 1 146 23
Table 5.15: Latitude of acceptance
A certain latitude of acceptance is normal. A person with a positive attitude
will endorse a number of items from the positive end of the attitude contin-
uum, a person with an attitude between positive and negative will endorse
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Figure 5.4: Latitude of acceptance
a number of items from the neutral middle of the attitude continuum. An
extremely small latitude of acceptance is often an indicator for high involve-
ment with an issue (cf. Eagly and Chaiken 1993, 153f, but also Eagly and
Chaiken 1993, 379f), i.e. often a radical position. An extremely wide lati-
tude of acceptance, on the other hand, leads to the acceptance of evaluatively
contradictory items, i.e. a person with a very wide latitude of acceptance
agrees with items whose evaluative dimensions contrast starkly (see Figure
5.4).
The larger the latitude of acceptance gets, the larger the probability for
ambivalent attitudes becomes: If a scale spans items that represent posi-
tive evaluations, neutral evaluations and negative evaluations, and a subject
agrees with the full breadth of the scale, this person endorses items with
contradictory evaluative loading.
A set of data may only appear to have a wide latitude of acceptance if
the items used for measuring attitude are very similar in their evaluative
menaing. If the items presented cover only the range from \I like this prod-
uct a little" to \I like this product very much", individuals might endorse the
complete measured range of attitudes without having an unusual high lati-
tude of acceptance. Thurstone scaling can never cover a complete range of
possible attitude-reecting items, because the more extreme items become,
the lower the possibility of deriving comparison data with a sucient degree
of disagreement between judges to calculate distance between items becomes
(cf. discussion at Section 5.1.1.2.3). It does allow, though, for the creation
of scales that, if endorsed in their entirety, would reect a self-contradictory
attitude.
Attitudes with a very large latitude of acceptance as observed in this study
are referred to in social psychological research as ambivalent attitudes :
Attitudinal ambivalence occurs when there is evaluative tension
associated with one's attitude because the summary includes both
positive and negative evaluations (...). (Fabrigar et al. 2005, 84)
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Simply speaking,\(A)[a]ttitudinal ambivalence is the simultaneous existence
of positive and negative beliefs or emotions with regard to the same object
in an individual's attitude base." (Jonas and Ziegler 2007, 31). Priester and
Petty 1996 explains ambivalence through a literary example:
Hamlet both longs for and at the same time fears his own death.
Clearly, a \neutral" or \slightly positive" response form Hamlet
toward suicide on a traditional bipolar attitude scale would lose
a great deal of information concerning the conict and indecision
underlying his overall attitude. (Priester and Petty 1996, 431)
This can be illustrated by some of the freetext comments:
While I have an appreciation for African American English as
a cultural identity thing, and while it can make literature more
relatable and realistic, I am too much of a stickler for correct
spelling and grammar in the English language to think that it
has much of a place in society anymore. (...) (Subject 10)
This person holds both positively evaluated (\cultural identity thing", \can
make literature more relateable and realistic") and negatively evaluated opin-
ions (not much of a place in society anymore, not \correct") towards the
attitude object AAVE.
The concept of ambivalence has been part of the social psychological debate
on attitudes since the 1960s and has been playing an important role in atti-
tude research since the 1990s (cf. Jonas and Ziegler 2007, 31).
Ambivalent attitudes are associated with what Clark et al. 2008 dub \contro-
versial and consequential issues" (565). The examples he gives are \capital
punishment, legalized abortion, U.S. involvement in Iraq". The debate sur-
rounding, for example, the Oakland resolution may be taken as an indicator
for the controversy surrounding this topic. Other researchers have used so-
cial and ethnic minorities (\stigmatized groups") as their focus of research,
African Americans being `bread and butter' examples of attitude objects
evoking ambivalent reactions, especially during the early years of research on
ambivalence (e.g. Katz and Glass 1973, Haas and at al. 1991). Since atti-
tudes towards a language or language variety are usually heavily inuenced
by the attitudes towards the people using them, it would be plausible that if
attitudes toward African Americans are ambivalent, that attitudes towards
African American Vernacular English are also ambivalent.
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5.2.1.2 Contact with linguistics
The majority of teachers and future teachers in this sample have had at least
some contact with linguistics. Only 12.2% have had no contact with linguis-
tics at all. (For details, see Table 5.16.)
Nearly half the subjects (46.8%) had contact with linguistics at university.
Around one third (35.7%) had contact with linguistics through their jobs, e.g.
through on-the-job training, books or journals specically aimed at teachers.
A surprisingly high number (29.8%) have had contact with linguistics in their
freetime, during activities such as reading, watching TV, cultivating hobbies,
etc.
intensity of contact never little some a lot linguist unset
totals 20 64 62 20 3 2
percentage 11.8 37.8 36.7 11.8 1.2 -
Table 5.16: Contact with linguistics
5.2.2 Contact with linguistics and eect on language
attitudes
The fact that most subjects expressed ambivalent attitudes means that sum-
marizing the results of attitude measurement in the form of \attitude scores"
(i.e. the arithmetic mean of scale values of endorsed items), even if it were
permissible by the scale level (which it is not in the case of interval Thurstone
scales), is not possible. The attitude score of an invidual with ambivalent
attitudes and of an individual with an attitude within the neutral range may
be identical. The similarity of arithmetic mean would cover the gross dissim-
ilarities between the answer behavior of subjects. Instead, answer behavior
between low-contact and high-contact groups was compared at the level of
individual items. Dierence between frequency of agreement between groups
was tested using an undirected chi-square test with Yates' continuity correc-
tion and a signicance level of 5%. For those items with an expected cell
value below 5, Fisher's exact test was used, using the same signicance level
(cf. Bortz 2005, 169f). All calulations were performed using R: A Language
and Environment for Statistical Computing.
First, I checked for signicant dierences between subjects with no contact
with linguistics, and those with a lot of contact with linguistics. If contact
with linguistics has an eect on language attitudes, this dierence should
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be most pronounced when comparing these two groups. In a second step, I
collapsed those subjects who indicated having had no contact with linguis-
tics and those who indicated having had little contact with linguistics into
one group (\no contact group"), and those with some and a lot of contact
with linguistics into another group (\contact group"). While the dierence
between these two groups might not be as pronounced as between the never
contact and lots contact groups, the higher number of subjects in each group
(84 no contact group, 62 contact group, as compared to 20 never group, 20
lots group) makes it easier for them to yield signicant results.
In the comparison of the never contact with the lots contact groups, four
items reached the signicance level of 5%. For the comparison of the con-
tact with the no contact groups, one additional item reached the signicance
level. (See Tables 5.17 and 5.19 for an overview over the chi-square results,
and 5.20 and 5.20 for an overview over the Fisher's exact test results. Sig-
nicant results are marked by italics.)
Item 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
Scale
value
216 360 239 265 190 174 49 125 90 62 0 87 41
X-
squared
2.6389 - 1.2 - 6.8267 - 0.989 3.3933 12.6042 12.1 - - 0
p-value 0.1043 - 0.2733 - 0.009 - 0.32 0.0655 0.0004 0.0005 - - 1
Table 5.17: Chi-square results never contact vs. lots contact group (rounded)
Item 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
Scale
value
216 360 239 265 190 174 49 125 90 62 0 87 41
p-value - 0.3416 - 0.2308 - 0.3436 - - - - 1 0.0436 -
Table 5.18: Fisher's exact test results never contact vs. lots contact group
Item 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
Scale
value
216 360 239 265 190 174 49 125 90 62 0 87 41
X-
squared
1.4416 1.0158 0.5569 3.1164 12.7538 1.3713 0.68 9.023 12.4415 14.1553 - 9.4678 0.0027
p-value 0.2299 0.3135 0.4555 0.0775 0.0004 0.2416 0.4096 0.0027 0.0004 0.0002 - 0.0021 0.9584
Table 5.19: Chi-square results contact vs. no contact group (rounded)
This shows that individuals who had contact with linguistics dier in answer
behavior from those who did not13. It is interesting to look at the kind of
13The observed dierence between these groups is, of course, no evidence that contact
with linguistics is the cause of that dierence. While this interpretation is likely, other
factors might be at play here besides contact with linguistics. The self-perception of the
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Item 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
Scale value 216 360 239 265 190 174 49 125 90 62 0 87 41
p-value - - - - - - - - - - 0.6819 - -
Table 5.20: Fisher's exact test results contact vs. no contact group
Figure 5.5: Types of attitude change
dierences observed, and at how they would relate to an assumed attitude
change through contact with linguistics.
Figure 5.5 illustrates two ways in which the answer behavior of a person
may change. The line stands for the attitude continuum, the beads stand
for those points of the attitude continuum represented by a specic item
(in `real world' questionnaires, these items would of course not be as evenly
spaced as in this illustration). The arrows stand for change. Arrows point-
ing up mean endorsement where items were not previously endorsed, arrows
pointing down mean items are not endorsed which were previously endorsed.
If you assume that positive items lie on the left side of the continuum and
negatively worded items lie on the right side of the continuum, then change
type 1 means an improvement of attitudes. A person endorses more positive
items and less negative items. Such a systematic change in answer behavior
can be interpreted as indicator for general attitude change.
The situation looks dierent for change type 2. The person endorses more
positive items, but also more negative items. The person has furthermore
stopped to endorse some positive items, and also stopped to endorse some
negative items. There has been change, but the change cannot be summa-
rized as a \more positive" or a \more negative" attitude toward the attitude
inuence of linguistics on opinions (Section 5.2.2.1) and the linguistic epiphanies (Section
5.2.2.2) oer some support for the interpretation that linguistics is at least one of the
factors here, though.
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object.
Looking at the dierences between the contact and the no-contact group, a
pattern similar to that of change type 2 can be observed, while the dierences
between the never contact and lots contact group seem to resemble type 1.
This requires further explanation.
While it is easy to determine which is the \positive" and which the \nega-
tive" side of the continuum, settling on a \neutral" point is not as easy. If a
clear pattern of type 1 emerges, the point where increased agreement is re-
placed by lessened agreement (or vice versa) may be assumed to be a neutral
point. This is not possible for change of type 2, and Thurstone scaling in its
traditional form, as done here, yields interval scales, i.e. does not come with
a natural zero point.
If the dierences between the never contact / lots contact groups form a
pattern of type 1, then the neutral point should lie somewhere between the
scale values of 62 and 87, i.e. agreement with \African American English
has a place at the home of its speakers." (scale value 62) would indicate a
positive attitude, as does disagreement with \It would be a terrible thing
to lose African American English." (scale value 87). This is counterintuitive.
Scaling only served to establish the relative ordering and the distances be-
tween items; therefore, scaling itself does not contradict this analysis. On the
other hand, it is dicult to accept that disagreement with items such as \It
would be a terrible thing to lose African American English." (scale value 87)
or \African American English is very structured." (scale value 90) express
a positive attitude. If we assume that disagreement with item 12 does not
express a positive attitude, then it must be assumed that we have change
of type 2, not of type 1. This interpretation is supported by the results of
the signicance tests on dierences between the contact and the no contact
group. Here, the pattern of dierences makes change of type 2 plausible (See
Tables 5.21 and 5.22.).
5.2.2.1 Perception of attitude change
Subject were asked about their own perception concerning their attitudes
(or, more precisely, their opinions) toward AAVE and their contact with lin-
guistics: \Do you believe that what you learned in linguistics changed your
opinions regarding African American English?" Subjects were given four an-
swer options: \Yes", \No", \Don't know", and \Not applicable" (for subjects
without contact with linguistics).
50 subjects answered \yes", 64 \no", 26 \don't know", 30 \not applicable"
and one person did not answer this question. Obviously, a large number of
CHAPTER 5. STUDY 155
Item 10 12 9 5
\African
American
English
has a place
at the
home of its
speakers."
\It would
be a terri-
ble thing to
lose African
American
English."
\African
American
English is
very struc-
tured."
\African
American
English has
very little
grammar."
Scale value 62 87 90 190
Increase/
Decrease in
agreement
inc. dec. dec. dec.
Table 5.21: Signicant dierence in answer behavior lots contact vs. never
contact group
Item 10 12 9 8 5
Scale
value
62 87 90 125 190
\African
American
English
has a place
at the
home of its
speakers."
\It would
be a terri-
ble thing to
lose African
American
English."
\African
American
English is
very struc-
tured."
\African
American
English
diers from
other forms
of speech."
\African
American
English has
very little
grammar."
Increase/
Decrease
in agree-
ment
inc. dec. dec. inc. dec.
Table 5.22: Signicant dierence in answer behavior contact vs. no contact
group
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subjects have the perception that their contact with linguistics did inuence
their opinions on AAVE14. This supports the observations made before: For
at least 50 out of 117 subjects (42.7%), linguistics is likely to have had an
impact on opinions on AAVE. This fact, though, does not solve the question
of how this change is to be interpreted, as improvement of attitudes, or as a
more complex form of change. Both interpretations remain possible.
5.2.2.2 Linguistic epiphanies
In the online questionnaire, the list of items was followed by a freetext eld,
into which subjects could enter any comments they wanted to make. Some
used it to comment on the items, or to give more information on their biogra-
phy. Three subjects discussed linguistics and what inuence it had on their
responses to the items.15 Two of those discuss something I call linguistic
epiphanies :
I really wish more people were educated on this topic because
reading up on it myself did open my eyes to Black English Ver-
nacular as a \legitimate" and structured dialect. I do feel it has
its limitations socially, as it is not the mainstream way of speak-
ing in the United States. Therefore, if one interviews for a job
using BEV, it will most likely hurt their chances of obtaining said
job, in a similar way that speaking with a strong southern dialect
might. I think an ability to code switch in order to t into a va-
riety of speaking situations is a very valuable skill for anyone to
have and students should be allowed/encouraged to speak how-
ever they feel most comfortable with their friends, but also be
taught and encouraged to use formal register in order to be their
most eective in society at large. (Subject 55)
Coming from Alaska where African American English is spoken
rarely, my perspectives have changed since reading several articles
about the linguistics of African American English. (Subject 90)
14It is to be duly noted that the subjective perception of change does not necessarily
reect objective change, nor does the absence of such perception guarantee the absence of
change.
15Actually, four subjects did, but one of them interprets linguistics as language use: \I
have found that linguistics can change from town to town or from city to city even within
the same region of the state. I am married to a man who is Indian, my sister is married
to someone who is African-American and I see various dierences in linguistics between
the races and my own race." (Subject 63).
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For these two subjects, linguistics was perceived to have had a profound im-
pact on their attitudes. It functioned as an \eye-opener" for them, which
they happily acknowledge as the source of opinion change. The third per-
son (Subject 97) discusses the opinions on AAVE of a linguist in her family,
without describing a linguistic epiphany.
These linguistic epiphanies are evidence that linguistics can work as a \magic
remedy" that inuences how people think about a language or language vari-
ety and judge its speakers. They do not show, though, that this is automat-
ically the case for all people brought in contact with linguistics. Linguistic
epiphanies do occur, but their frequency is uncertain.
5.2.2.3 Latitude of acceptance and contact with linguistics
As discussed above, the answer behavior of subjects is characterized by an
unusually high latitude of acceptance, indicative of ambivalence. Ambiva-
lence can have several origins. According to the PAST-model (which I will
discuss in more detail in the next chapter), this may actually be an eect of
attitude change. A person who has undergone attitude change will demon-
strate ambivalent attitudes in some situations { sometimes acting upon their
old attitudes, sometimes upon their new attitudes. If contact with linguistics
eects attitude change, it would be plausible to assume that subjects with
contact to linguistics have a higher latitude of acceptance than those without
such contact.
Even if you do not share the assumptions of the PAST-model, the inuence of
linguistics on latitude of acceptance is interesting. Does contact with linguis-
tics reduce ambivalence, or increase it? Both would be possible. If contact
with linguistics creates new beliefs or shakes old beliefs, this can certainly
increase or decrease ambivalence.
Degree of
contact
never
contact
little
contact
some
contact
a lot of
contact
linguist
Average
latitude
282.7 237.7 274.1 269.8 176
Degree of
contact
no contact contact linguist
Average
latitude
276.5 273 176
Table 5.23: Latitude of acceptance across contact groups
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Calculating an arithmetic mean for the linguist group is problematic. The
linguist-subsample consists of only three individuals, one of whom did not
endorse a single item, resulting in a latitude of acceptence of 0.
The latitude of acceptance of subjects is fairly similar between the dierent
degree-of-contact groups (ignoring the linguist group). No pattern, such as,
for example, increased latitude of acceptance with increased contact with
linguistics, can be observed (cf. Table 5.23).
This observation does not provide evidence against the assumed relationship
between contact with linguistics and attitudes toward basilectal varieties. It
only demonstrates that contact with linguists seems to have no impact on
the latitude of acceptance.
5.2.3 Summary
The attitudes of subject with and without contact with linguistics dier sig-
nicantly. This may be interpreted as an inuence of linguistics on attitudes
toward AAVE. This inuence, though, is of a complex nature. Teaching lin-
guistics is not a `dead sure' remedy of negative attitudes, nor is it a lame duck
that has no eect whatsoever. The linguistic epiphanies described by two
subjects, and the signicant dierence in ve items out of thirteen between
contact and no-contact subsample show the power of linguistic knowledge
to change attitudes. The complex pattern of change, though, reminds us of
the limitations of an approach to attitude change that focuses on message
content only.
The attitudes toward AAVE observed here are characterized by ambivalence.
This fact has both practical as well as theoretical ramications, which I will
discuss in the next chapter.
Chapter 6
Conclusion
6.1 Ambivalence and prior research
Ambivalence can only be discovered if a measuring technique is used that is
(a) either designed specically for detecting ambivalence, such as separate
scales for attitude-aspects inuenced by dierent values or for implicit and
explicit attitudes,1 or measurements that leave dierent amounts of time for
the subjects to react, triggering both up-to-date (more processing time) and
formerly held (less processing time) attitudes, or (b) if the scale value is high
enough (interval or ratio scale level) to make the contradictory nature of
item endorsements visible. It is likely that the ambivalence discovered in the
sample here is not a new development, but that earlier measurements were
not of a type that made its discovery possible.
Actually, stringent methodology can make discovering ambivalence more dif-
cult. Some tests for the validity of the data, e.g. the split halves test,
assume that attitudes are necessarily non-ambivalent. If the answer behav-
ior of subjects shows an ambivalent pattern, this is taken as an indicator
of faulty questionnaire construction. This also means that a questionnaire
that discovers ambivalent attitudes may be faced with charges of not mea-
suring what it claims to measure, without being able to refute this using
conventional means. In my opinion, a simultaneous endorsement of \Speak-
ing African American English is an indicator for laziness." and \It would
be a terrible thing to lose African American English." can be intuitively
grasped as expressing ambivalence, but this opinion is obviously liable to be
1See discussion of Cavazza 2007 below. Explicit attitudes are attitudes a subject is
aware of and for which the subject can manipulate the outcome of attempts to measure
them. A subject may be unaware of his/her implicit attitudes, and may be unable to
manipulate his/her scores in measurements of these implicit attitudes (cf. Ajzen and
Fishbein 2005, 205)
159
CHAPTER 6. CONCLUSION 160
challenged.
The linguistic literature reviewed for this thesis contained no references to
ambivalence of attitudes toward AAVE. Noteworthy, though, are the obser-
vations Taylor 1973 made, that I briey discussed in Section 3.2.2.1:
[T](t)eachers' attitudes relating to various topics of Nonstandard
and Black English vary from topic to topic. Thus, teachers do
not appear to have a single, generic attitude toward dialects, but,
rather, diering attitudes depending upon the particular aspect
of dialect being discussed. (Taylor 1973, 197)
Taylor observed that individuals endorsed some items but rejected others
with similar evaluative meaning. Instead of assuming ambivalence of at-
titudes toward one attitude object, he postulates the existence of several
attitude objects towards which people hold consistent attitudes.
The dierence between these two interpretations is not as radical as it may
seem. The exact distinction between intra-attitudinal (my interpretation)
and inter-attitudinal (Taylor's interpretation) is less clear cut than may be
assumed:
As noted earlier, an overall attitude toward an object might be
inuenced by evaluations of many specic attributes of the ob-
ject or emotions associated with the object. Therefore, one could
technically refer to many situations as involving inter-attitudinal
structure even when only one object is considered. In our discus-
sions, however, we retain the previous labels of intra-attitudinal
when a single object is considered and inter-attitudinal when two
or more objects are involved (usually at roughly the same level
of abstraction). (Fabrigar et al. 2005, 80)
As I have outlined in 2.2.3, sociolinguistic research on attitudes has tended to
be atheoretical in regard to the concept of attitude, attitude measurement,
etc. Sociolinguistics has much to gain by looking closer at the research done
by social psychologists. Not only are there methods to be discovered that
might enrich sociolinguistic research, but there are also theories and concepts
that might help interpret the data collected.
6.2 Ambivalence and attitude change
Social psychologists have put forward dierent theories to explain the origin
of ambivalent attitudes. These theories imply dierent ramications for at-
titude change programs.
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Katz et al. 1986 argued that contradicting values were the reason for the
existence of ambivalent attitudes:
Our earlier review of research on whites' racial attitudes revealed
that both pro- and antiblack sentiments were prevalent, suggest-
ing that a large proportion of people were ambivalent. We propose
that this duality of attitudes emerges in some degree from a corre-
sponding value duality. This means that in present-day America,
to embrace the egalitarian precepts of equality of opportunity, so-
cial justice, and the worth of all human beings is to be disposed
to identify with the needs and aspirations of minority underdogs,
to feel sympathy for them, and to support eorts to improve their
lot. Furthermore, there should be a tendency to see the disadvan-
taged group in a favorable light, perhaps emphasizing stereotypic
positive traits like \warmth," \spontaneity," \group pride," and
the \will to overcome."
On the other hand, a commitment to the individualistic, Protes-
tant ethic ideas of freedom, self-reliance, devotion to work, and
achievement should sensitize the observer to minority behavior
patterns that deviate from and thereby threaten these cherished
values. (...) Moreover, given the element of Puritanism in the
Protestant ethic, its adherents should be inclined to attribute
these deviant patterns to personality shortcomings in blacks them-
selves, rather than in situational factors such as lack of job op-
portunities. (Katz et al. 1986, 43f)
Some of the freetext comments support such an interpretation. On the one
hand, AAVE is seen as a hindrance to economic advancement, indicator of
laziness and lack of education, and as a means of `secluding' oneself from
mainstream society, mirroring some aspects of individualism (\emphasis on
personal freedom, self-reliance, devotion to work, and achievement" (Katz
et al. 1986, 42)). On the other hand, it is seen as part of the speakers'
individuality that should be protected against interference from without, or
as something `wrong' which should not lead to its speakers being `judged',
though, which is loosely connected with egalitarianism (\democratic and
humanitarian precepts" (Katz et al. 1986, 42)):
I do not frown personally upon those who speak in the Black
American Vernacular. However, it is comprised of a good deal of
incorrect grammar. Again, this is not a comment I make out of
harshness or to judge the intelligence of those who speak in this
manner. But factually said, the so-called \Black" American Ver-
nacular is not correct English, and yes, it can aect a person on
CHAPTER 6. CONCLUSION 162
the job market and in other professional settings. (...) (Subject
99)
African American English (aka, Ebonics) has a social place. All
students of mine know \proper" English, but, I don't interfere
with their social language expression. (Subject 148)
Even though it seems to be sensible to interpret ambivalence as a consequence
of conicting values, the `t' between the statements made and individual-
ism/eqalitarianism is not very close. Dierent notions may be needed to
explain the underlying values.
The notion of situational appropriateness/bidialectalism is something several
subjects suggest or applaud. It is a way to harmonize these two conicting
values. You allow each person the freedom to express him/herself as he/she
sees t, as long as it is within the family circle. At the same time, you
can enforce adaption to mainstream standards (and, through that, improve
chances for education and professional success, as many subjects argue).
Individuality/ethnic identity and utilitaristic conformism both `have their
place' in that suggestion:
Those who use African American English should be able to speak
the language of their workplace or school. However, their use of
language at home is their choice. (Subject 17)
I do think it is important to speak \standard" English on the job
and at school, but for casual conversation and at home, AAE is
ne. (Subject 15)
Code-switching is the key. I see no problem with African Amer-
ican English at home or with friends, but I do not think it has
a place in school or higher education. Students must be able to
switch back and forth between standard English and and African
American English to ensure success in life. (Subject 9)
This type of ambivalence, caused by conicting values, is also sometimes
called symbolic racism. Symbolic racism assumes that racist values and non-
racist values interact.
Some researchers interpreted the notion of `symbolic racism' in such a way
that there is a `real' attitude (e.g. a racist attitude toward African Ameri-
cans), and that people `cover' it with positive statements, instead of a true
conict between conicting values. This is not the sense in which the notion
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was used by, for example, Kinder 1986 (see discussion Kinder 1986, 154).
Some freetext comments would allow an interpretation according to that
interpretation of the notion of symbolic racism:
I currently work at an elementary school where most students
do not speak African American English, but when I come across
the few that do, the way they speak is heavy and rough like a
completely dierent accent. I nd myself believing that it would
be an interesting form in poetry and expression but for everyday
language it makes people seem lazy. (Subject 85)
The acknowledgement \that it would be an interesting form in poetry and
expression" can be interpreted as a truly positive aspect a person sees con-
cerning a disliked attitude object, or as part of a strategy used to make a
very critical statement seem more reasonable, as a way to disguise the actual
attitude. Both interpretations are possible.
Other researchers assume that ambivalence is a consequence of attitude
change. Petty, for example, attributes ambivalent attitudes to processes of
attitude change. His model is called PAST model, PAST being an acronym
for `Past attitudes are still there' (Petty et al. 2006, 23). He summarizes his
theory as follows:
In brief, the PAST model holds that when prior attitudes are no
longer considered appropriate, the individual encodes an associ-
ation with the rejected evaluation that essentially tags it as false
or wrong. (Petty et al. 2006, 23)
Even if an attitude has been rejected and replaced by a new attitude, the
attitude is still `there', albeit tagged as `wrong'. In some situations, for ex-
ample under time pressure, it is possible that the old attitude is retrieved,
but the `wrong' tag is not, resulting in dual attitudes, creating the impression
of a single, ambivalent attitude, but usually without a feeling of conict in
the subject who experiences this special type of dual attitudes.
Based on which theory you endorse, you may be more or less optimistic about
the success chances of attitude change programs. Values are fairly xed, and
if you needed to change a value in order to change an attitude, this would
pose a major obstacle to attitude change. Breaking the link between the
attitude object and the value (\XYZ is not really relevant for ABC") might
be slightly more promising. For representatives of the second model, attitude
change is less of a problem, because, obviously, attitude change has already
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taken place. If the PAST model applies to attitudes toward AAVE, all we
might need to do is strengthen an existing negation. Interviewing teachers
about their feelings of being `torn apart' concerning this issue might reveal
which model does not apply here, without, unfortunately, being evidence
that the other model correctly describes the underlying mechanisms of am-
bivalence in teachers' attitudes toward AAVE.
I contacted a number of subjects who had previously participated in this
study and had given permission to be contacted individually and had volun-
teered an e-mail adress. The question I asked was whether they perceived a
feeling of being `torn' concerning the topic of AAVE:
Sometimes, people are not sure whether they really like or dislike
something. They may say \I know that carrots are good for you,
but I can't stand their taste!" or I\ like the melody of that song,
but the text is rather stupid!". This is also called ambivalence.
Some people in this research project expressed opinions that were
characterized by ambivalence.
My question: Do you think that your opinions on African Amer-
ican English are ambivalent, i.e. are there things you like and
dislike about African American English? If yes, would you say
that you feel `torn' about the question of African American En-
glish, or does it give you no special feeling at all?
Six subjects responded to this e-mail, three stating that they were feeling
torn about this question, three that they did not feel torn about it in any
way.
Subjects expressing a feeling of ambivalence:
Yes, I would have to say there are things I like and dislike about
the African American English. While I respect the language as
part of the African American cultural, and I like the sing-song
quality of the language, I also nd myself torn when I hear it in
an educational environment. Wrong, right, or indierent the lan-
guage of "education" in the U.S. is English. Even in a bilingual or
ELL environment, English is either the goal or an equal partner
in the educational setting. And while my perception has changed
over the last couple of years (new teacher, now teaching in an
urban environment), the African American English is not gener-
ally respected in the educational community as a language of the
educated and that severely puts my students at a disadvantage.
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I am troubled by how my students are perceived in consideration
of the language that they use in everyday conversation and in the
classroom. I am not sure if I have answered your question, but I
hope I have oered additional insight. (Response 1)
I guess I would say that some of my opinions are ambivalent, in
the sense that I see the use of African American English in a
school or professional setting as a negative even though I also see
the language as something unique to a culture and a short-hand
way for people to communicate and a language that draws people
together, and those are positive things.
And yes, I guess I would say I'm a bit torn as to how to resolve
these dierent feelings. (Response 2)
I think it is fair to say that I have some ambivalence. I would say
that I am torn between a desire to keep all the cultural richness
of the language and the fear that we run the risk of not being able
to talk to each other. We are already at the point where there
is a tremendous divide, much of it created by language. I want
everyone to have an equal opportunity to share in the pie, and
I believe that this requires a common language. That said, the
English language has always been enriched by other languages,
and will continue to be in the future. Further, this question goes
well beyond African American English. If we are going to be a
melting pot we have to make accommodations. How's that for
ambivalence. (Response 3)
Subjects not reporting a feeling of ambivalence:
I guess the best way to answer this is with an explanation. I
taught English part-time at various community colleges for many
years before teaching high school. The last [x, information deleted
to ensure anonymity] years were at [a specic school, information
deleted to ensure anonymity]. When I was rst there, there were
a very few Latino students in my classes. When I quit teaching
there a few years ago, about 35 to 40 percent of each class was
Latino.
As a white teacher (many of the English teachers were white)
in an African-American school, I was the minority. Academic or
business English was not the language of choice. I was very used
to African American English, and frankly, I didn't think about
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it. Once when I was tired, I actually heard myself using it in
my reply to a student - who did look at me rather oddly for a
second, and then didn't think about it further. The fact that I
used it without thinking... well, I guess you could take from this
that it doesn't give me any special feeling at all. It is a language
like any other language, and in America, we have many, many
dialects. My approach to teaching English is to tell my students
that spoken English and written English are two very dierent
languages, and that business/academic English is what you use
in school and in the business world. That has always worked
well, and frankly, it is the truth. I don't believe in teaching
African American English, as was once proposed in the Oakland,
CA school system, simply because it does not serve our students,
who need to be prepared for the business world and for college.
But it is a valid language, and should be understood as such by
any teacher who wishes to truly help their students prepare for
their future. (Response 4)
I don't feel torn at all, but as I recall, your survey didn't allow for
my opinion. My students are primarily [ethnic group, informa-
tion deleted to ensure anonymity] and [ethnic group, information
deleted to ensure anonymity], so I don't hear African American
English much. I feel that African American English is ne as a
dialect. Language is a means of communication and AAE works
well for that purpose. However, to succeed in the academic world
or in some areas of business, academic \standard" English is nec-
essary. There are advantages to being \bilingual" even when both
languages are forms of English. Being able to communicate ef-
fectively, one needs to take into consideration one's audience and
tailor the language to t the audience and the situation. It's a
practical matter. Absolutely, African Americans have a right to
speak in a way that is meaningful to them.
In a sense, your topic is comparable to the kids in Aberdeen who
were told they couldn't use Doric in school. Same idea. You need
to t into the majority society with more standard English when
the occasion demands it. The kids who spoke Doric often were
thought of as uneducated, as African American English speak-
ers might be as well. I think we need to value a child's home
language, whatever it is, but teach the language that will help
students succeed in the larger society. It's their choice to learn
standard academic English or not, and though not learning aca-
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demic English doesn't totally limit their options, some roads will
be closed to them - or at least more dicult.
Does this clarify my opinion for you? Essentially, I'm neutral,
not torn, just trying to do my job. (Response 5)
The question of African American English gives me no special
feelings at all. I would say the only thing that comes to mind
when I think of AAE is \there is a time and a place". (Response
6)
This result seems to favor the value-induced ambivalence model discussed
above, even though only half of the subjects who responded reported a feel-
ing of being torn. Interestingly, all subjects who did not report feeling torn
on this issue favor some form of bidialectalism. This might be interpreted
in such a way that the idea of situational appropriateness serves to reduce
the conict between both values, reducing and/or eliminating the level of
perceived ambivalence.
Independent from the question of the origin of ambivalence, dierent ideas
have been brought forward concerning the eect of ambivalence on attitude
stability, i.e. the inuence of ambivalence on the ease with which attitudes
can be changed.
Cavazza and Butera 2008 state that \Having a wider repertoire of responses
is indeed a strength and not a weakness. (Cavazza and Butera 2008, 13).
How do they come to this conclusion? They noticed that while people high on
ambivalence reacted to social pressure by changing their explicit statements
about their attitudes, if you tabbed their attitudes using more indirect mea-
sures,2, you would nd very little change, less change that is, than with
individuals low on ambivalence. It could be argued, therefore, that in such
situations individuals high in ambivalence seem to change a lot, while their
attitudes remain comparably stable:
(...) it is possible that ambivalent individuals use a sort of com-
pliance in order to manifest their agreement and at the same time
to avoid a more structural change. (...) we hypothesize here that
ambivalence might be used to adapt to the social environment, in
a way that allows respecting the normative context while avoid-
ing a deep change, one that involves both direct and indirect
attitudes. (Cavazza and Butera 2008, 3)
2Cavazza and Butera distinguish between direct and indirect means of measurement.
Direct measurements can be manipulated by the subject, indirect measurements hardly
so (cf. Cavazza and Butera 2008, 3f).
CHAPTER 6. CONCLUSION 168
Basically, an ambivalent attitude would protect individuals under social pres-
sure against unwanted attitude change.
If these observations can be generalized, then studying attitude change in
populations with ambivalent attitudes would be more dicult than so far
assumed. Direct and indirect measures would have to be used in combina-
tion to yield more precise results that also include the more stable indirect
attitudes. Furthermore, it would make subjects less prone to undergo `real'
attitude change. Even if the measure of direct attitude showed a change,
more measures would be needed to be certain that change has actually taken
place.
Clark et al. 2008, on the other hand, argue that ambivalence supports atti-
tude change: \(...) if the processing of proattitudinal information decreases
ambivalence, this might result in especially potent (strong) attitudes. In
contrast, equally high processing of counterattitudinal information might not
result in attitudes that are as strong because ambivalence has not been re-
duced (and might even increase)." (Clark et al. 2008, 575). Unlike Cavazza,
Clark assumes that ambivalence is a state of internal conict, a \subjectively
uncomfortable" (Clark et al. 2008, 566) condition. Such a conict may
sharpen the attention to everything that may alleviate it, i.e. move a person
to a positive or to a negative attitude, away from the ambivalent state he or
she is in.3
More research is needed to nd out how ambivalence acts in this specic
case: Does it block change, or does it support change? In any case, attitude
change programs should take the intra-attitudinal structure of the attitude
they wish to change into consideration. The ambivalence of subjects may be
utilized in an attitude change program.
6.3 A nal thought
If contact with scientic data creates a desired and benecial attitude change,
this can only be applauded.
If this is not sucient to create the kind of attitude change that is desired,
or if attitude change might not be viewed as desired and benecial by all
parties involved, the question gets more complicated. What can we ethically
do in order to create attitude change? Are there techniques which work, but
from which it would be better to refrain? Is attitude change a `greater good'
in itself?
3This explanation, of course, is not possible if you assume the PAST-model, according
to which subjects should not be experiencing a state of internal conict.
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We may choose not to use all methods that may potentially evoke attitude
change for that purpose. Demonstrating facts, arguing dierent positions,
outlining consequences of certain behaviors are all generally accepted forms
of teaching. They address attitudes using a cognitive path at the same time
as they teach generally useful knowledge and ideas. Acting as a role model
yourself, or using `paid' role-models as often done in advertising, would use
the aective path. And you can even use a `conative path' by encouraging or
enforcing behavior change and thereby evoking cognitive inconsistency, mak-
ing change in the underlying attitude likely. These non-cognitive approaches
attempt to change attitudes without directly persuading the individual. They
use (and abuse?) psychological strategies in similar ways as advertising and
propaganda do. While I have little doubt that using a cognitive approach
to attitude change is ethically acceptable as long as the data used has a fac-
tual basis and has not been invented in order to evoke attitude change, some
other approaches, even if they have the potential to be more eective, do
raise moral questions.
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Calculations belonging to the
scale construction
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
1 na 19 11 15 5 5 0 0 4 1 0 1 1
2 1 na 3 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
3 9 17 na 14 8 5 1 1 1 0 0 1 1
4 5 17 6 na 5 6 1 2 1 1 1 1 1
5 15 19 14 15 na 8 1 1 1 1 0 3 1
6 15 19 15 14 12 na 1 1 2 1 1 4 1
7 20 19 19 19 19 19 na 17 13 9 1 10 1
8 20 19 19 18 19 19 3 na 8 4 2 7 1
9 16 19 19 19 19 18 7 12 na 6 3 10 1
10 19 19 20 19 19 19 11 16 14 na 2 8 2
11 20 19 20 19 20 19 19 18 17 18 na 15 9
12 19 19 19 19 17 16 10 13 10 12 5 na 3
13 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 18 11 17 na
Table 1: F-matrix
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
1 na 0.95 0.55 0.75 0.25 0.25 0 0 0.2 0.05 0 0.05 0.05
2 0.05 na 0.15 0.15 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05
3 0.45 0.85 na 0.7 0.4 0.25 0.05 0.05 0.05 0 0 0.05 0.05
4 0.25 0.85 0.3 na 0.25 0.3 0.05 0.1 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05
5 0.75 0.95 0.7 0.75 na 0.4 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0 0.15 0.05
6 0.75 0.95 0.75 0.7 0.6 na 0.05 0.05 0.1 0.05 0.05 0.2 0.05
7 1 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 na 0.85 0.65 0.45 0.05 0.5 0.05
8 1 0.95 0.95 0.9 0.95 0.95 0.15 na 0.4 0.2 0.1 0.35 0.05
9 0.8 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.9 0.35 0.6 na 0.3 0.15 0.5 0.05
10 0.95 0.95 1 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.55 0.8 0.7 na 0.1 0.4 0.1
11 1 0.95 1 0.95 1 0.95 0.95 0.9 0.85 0.9 na 0.75 4.5
12 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.85 0.8 0.5 0.65 0.5 0.6 0.25 na 0.15
13 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.9 0.55 0.85 na
Table 2: P-matrix
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
1 0.000 - 0.126 0.674 -0.674 -0.674 - - -0.842 - - - -
2 - 0.000 -1.036 -1.036 - - - - - - - - -
3 -0.126 1.036 0.000 0.524 -0.253 -0.674 - - - - - - -
4 -0.674 1.036 -0.524 0.000 -0.674 -0.524 - -1.282 - - - - -
5 0.674 - 0.524 0.674 0.000 -0.253 - - - - - -1.036 -
6 0.674 - 0.674 0.524 0.253 0.000 - - -1.282 - - -0.842 -
7 - - - - - - 0.000 1.036 0.385 -0.126 - 0.000 -
8 - - - 1.282 - - -1.036 0.000 -0.253 -0.842 -1.282 -0.385 -
9 0.842 - - - - 1.282 -0.385 0.253 0.000 -0.524 -1.036 0.00 -
10 - - - - - - 0.126 0.842 0.524 0.000 -1.282 -0.253 -1.282
11 - - - - - - - 1.282 1.036 1.282 0.000 0.674 -0.126
12 - - - - 1.036 0.842 0.00 0.385 0.00 0.253 -0.674 0.000 -1.036
13 - - - - - - - - - 1.282 0.126 1.036 0.000
Table 3: Z-matrix
2-1 3-2 4-3 5-4 6-5 7-6 8-7 9-8 10-9 11-10 12-11 13-12
1 - - 0.548 -1.348 0 - - - - - - -
2 - -1.036 0 - - - - - - - - -
3 1.162 -1.036 0.524 -0.777 -0.421 - - - - - - -
4 1.71 -1.56 0.524 -0.674 0.15 - - - - - - -
5 - - 0.15 -0.674 -0.253 - - - - - - -
6 - - -0.15 -0.271 -0.253 - - - - - - -
7 - - - - - - 1.036 -0.651 -0.511 - - -
8 - - - - - - 1.036 -0.253 -0.589 -0.44 0.897 -
9 - - - - - -1.667 0.638 -0.253 -0.524 -0.512 1.036 -
10 - - - - - - 0.716 -0.318 -0.524 -1.282 1.029 1.029
11 - - - - - - - -0.246 0.246 -1.282 0.674 -0.8
12 - - - - -0.194 -0.842 0.385 -0.385 0.253 0.927 0.674 -1.036
13 - - - - - - - - - -1.156 0.91 -1.036
Sums 2.872 -3.632 1.596 -3.744 -0.971 -2.509 3.811 -2.106 -1.649 -3.745 5.22 -1.843
n 2 3 6 5 6 2 5 6 6 6 6 4
Means 1.436 -
1.210p6
0.266 -
0.7488
-
0.1618p3
-
1.2545
0.7622 -0.351 -
0.2748p3
-
0.6241p6
0.87 -
0.46075
Mean*100
(rounded)
143.63 -
121.07
26.6 -74.88 -16.18 -
125.45
76.22 -35.1 -27.48 -62.42 87.0 -46.08
Table 4: Column dierences
Calculations belonging to the
internal consistency check
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
0 1.44 -
1.21
0.27 -
0.75
-
0.16
-
1.25
0.77 -
0.35
-
0.27
-
0.62
0.87 -
0.46
1 0
2 1.44 -
1.44
3 -
1.21
1.21 2.65
4 0.27 -
0.27
1.17 -
1.5
5 -
0.75
0.75 2.18 -
0.46
1.01
6 -
0.16
0.16 1.6 -
1.05
0.43 -
0.59
7 -
1.26
1.26 2.7 0.04 1.52 0.51 1.1
8 0.76 -
0.76
0.67 -
2.0
-
0.5
-
1.51
-
0.92
-
2.02
9 -
0.35
0.35 1.79 -
0.86
0.62 -
0.4
0.19 -
0.90
1.11
10 -
0.28
0.28 1.71 -
0.94
0.54 -
0.47
0.11 -
0.98
1.04 -
0.08
11 -
0.62
0.62 2.06 -
0.59
0.89 -
0.13
0.46 -
0.63
1.39 0.27 0.35
12 0.87 -
0.87
0.57 -
2.08
-
0.60
-
1.62
-
1.03
-
2.13
-
0.11
-
1.22
-
1.15
-
1.49
13 -
0.46
0.46 1.9 -
0.75
0.73 -
0.29
0.3 -
0.79
1.223 0.11 0.19 -
0.16
1.30
Table 5: Z' matrix (rounded)
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0 1.44 -
1.21
0.27 -
0.75
-
0.16
-
1.26
0.76 -
0.35
-
0.28
-
0.62
0.87 -
0.46
1 0
2 1.44 0.08
3 -
1.21
0.89 0.60
4 0.27 0.40 0.88 0.07
5 -
0.75
0.77 0.99 0.32 0.85
6 -
0.16
0.56 0.95 0.20 0.67 0.28
7 -
1.26
0.90 1.00 0.52 0.94 0.70 0.86
8 0.76 0.22 0.75 0.0 0.31 0.07 0.18 0.00
9 -
0.35
0.64 0.96 0.20 0.73 0.35 0.51 0.18 0.87
10 -
0.28
0.61 0.96 0.18 0.71 0.32 0.55 0.16 0.85 0.47
11 -
0.62
0.73 0.98 0.28 0.81 0.45 0.67 0.26 0.92 0.59 0.64
12 0.87 0.19 0.71 0.02 0.27 0.05 0.15 0.02 0.46 0.11 0.15 0.07
13 -
0.46
0.68 0.97 0.23 0.77 0.49 0.62 0.21 0.89 0.54 0.57 0.44 0.90
Table 6: P' matrix (rounded)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
1
2 0.05
3 -0.42 0.25
4 -0.15 -0.03 0.23
5 0.02 0.95 0.38 -0.1
6 0.19 0.95 0.6 0.03 0.32
7 1 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
8 1 0.95 0.95 0.59 0.95 0.95 0.13
9 0.16 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.39 0.17 -0.27
10 0.95 0.95 1 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.39 -0.05 0.23
11 1 0.95 1 0.95 1 0.95 0.95 -0.02 0.26 0.26
12 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.8 0.65 0.48 0.19 0.39 0.45 0.18
13 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.33 0.12 -0.05
Sum 0.94 0.22 1.21 0.72 1.12 1.04 1.16 0.53 0.88 1.04 0.3 0.05
N 5 2 3 3 2 2 4 4 3 3 2 1
Av 0.19 0.11 0.40 0.24 0.56 0.52 0.29 0.13 0.29 0.35 0.15 0.05
Table 7: Dierence between P and P' matrix (rounded)
Text of the main questionnaire
Page 1: Questionnaire
Thank you for participating in this study. If you have any questions, feel free
to contact me at [contact e-mail address].
Demographics
Age: [freetext eld]
Teaching experience (in years): [freetext eld]
Sex: [dropdown menu]
Ethnicity: [freetext eld]
State: [dropdown menu]
School School type
Kindergarten
Elementary
Middle School
Junior High
High School
College
Other type of school (please give details)
Details: [freetext eld]
I teach special education.
Employment
I currently work as a teacher.
I am not currently employed as a teacher, but have been so in the past (e.g.
retired, between jobs)
I am a teaching assistant or similar.
I am a school administrator or similar; I do not teach students myself.
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I am a school administrator or similar; I either teach students myself or have
done so in the past.
I am currently undergoing teacher training.
Contact with linguistics
I have never had4 contact with linguistics in any form.
I have had a little contact with linguistics (e.g. read an article in a journal,
watched a documentary)
I have had some contact with linguistics (e.g. attended at least one seminar
on linguistics at university or attended a teacher training workshop, read one
or more books on linguistics)
I have had a lot contact with linguistics (e.g. attended several seminars on
linguistics at university, etc.)
I am a linguist (e.g. degree in linguistics)
Overall, I have had contact with linguistics
in my free time (hobbies and entertainment)
through my job (e.g. on-the-job training, books and journals for teachers)
during university training
Questionnaire
It is important that you know what this questionnaire is actually about. All
sentences will center around a form of speech called African American En-
glish or African American Vernacular English by linguists. It is spoken by
many African Americans, especially in informal situations (for example at
home or when together with friends). A typical sentence would be: He be
workin hard. ('He is always working hard') Sometimes, this form of speech
is also called Black English or Ebonics.
Is is not important that you personally use the same name for it as is used
here, as long as you basically understand what it is about.
I know what is meant by African American English.
I do not know what is meant by African American English.
Do you agree with the following statements:
I agree I disagree Statement
4In an early version of this questionnaire, this and the following items had been phrased
in the simple past instead of the present perfect simple. This was changed only after a
few subjects had already responded to the questionnaire.
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African American English has a place at the home of its speakers.
Speaking African American English can cause diculties on the job market.
African American English can add avour and soul to a poem, song or novel.
It would be a terrible thing to lose African American English.
African American English is a perfectly normal thing in American media.
African American English is used to strengthen a common identity between
its speakers.
Speakers of African American English do not express complete thoughts.
Speaking African American English is an indicator for laziness.
African American English is very structured.
African American English is broken English.
African American English has very little grammar.
African American English is not cool.
African American English diers from other forms of speech.
Comments Any comments you would like to make? [freetext eld]
Do you believe that what you learned in linguistics changed your opinions
regarding African American English?
yes
no
I don't know
not applicable
To conrm you are a human being, please solve this equation: 5+3 [freetext
eld]
Page 2: Questionnaire
Thank you very much!
If you want to keep informed about the progress of this study, please enter
your e-mail address here.
Email: [freetext eld]
May I contact you with further questions?
yes
no
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Page 3, version 1: Questionnaire
Thank you very much!
You will receive information on the progress of this study at your e-mail
address "[]".
Page 3, version 2: Questionnaire
Thank you very much!
You will not receive information on the progress of this study.
